THE NEW AMERICAN 


First-Hand Experience 

Your article, "Get Government Out of Medicine," in the October 22nd issue of THE 
NEW AMERICAN, really hit home with me. I am a Doctor of Chiropractic in private practice in 
Pennsylvania. It amazes me how many of my patients have been talking approvingly of "national 
health care" (socialized medicine) recently. Here in Pennsylvania, due to Senator John Heinz's 
death in a plane crash, we have two candidates vying for his position. The main campaign issue 
is national health care, of course. 

My closest brush with socialized medicine (and the biggest mistake of my career) was 
participating in "public assistance" (welfare). I received approximately 40 lbs. of instructions and 
forms from this bureaucracy to be able to process claims for welfare recipients. There was so 
much paperwork to go through, I didn't send off a bill for nearly a year and a half. 

A good example of government intrusion into medicine is the "Americans with 
Disabilities Act," signed into law by George Bush last year and taking effect in 1992. Under this 
new law, even private practitioners like myself will have to build ramps into their offices, 
incorporate a telecommunications device called TDD to talk to hearing impaired people over the 
phone, have someone on staff who knows sign language for the hearing impaired, and provide 
large-print office materials for the visually impaired. As you can see, government involvement is 
not the cure for today's rising health care costs; it is the cause. 

JOHN A. HARRIS, D.C, 


Lester, Pennsylvania 
Trek Talk 

As an original 1966 fan of Star Trek, I was surprised and delighted to see the "Trekkies 
Toast 25th Anniversary" article by Mr. Grigg in the October 22nd issue of THE NEW 
AMERICAN! 

I enjoy the original TV show for its intrigue, technology, colorfulness, and camaraderie, 
and not because of any socio-political slant. Nevertheless, the assessment of the "Next 
Generation" show vis-a-vis "Classic" Trek from a political standpoint is very revealing. 

A particular aspect mentioned was the "absence of religion" in both shows, Not so. The 
Next Generation is awash with religion -- humanism -- well shown in the article. In reality and 
in brief, this forever banishes the show to the shelves of fiction, for sinful humanity will not be 
allowed to populate outer space while at enmity with the Lord Jesus Christ. 

I am not a fan of the new show and do not care to watch it (let alone today's TV). 
Interestingly, the dislike that many original-show fans have for the new show may be due in part 
to those aspects revealed in the article. 

Truly the media is in timely political lockstep with other proponents of trashing our 
once-great constitutional republic. Given the social character and mentality of present-day 
America, it is a foregone conclusion that shows such as The Next Generation play to a 
well-processed viewership -- one that will embrace the tenets of One-Worldism. 

RAY LAINE 


Golden, Colorado 
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Fighting for our Weapons 

Concerning Robert Lee's excellent analysis of the Senate Crime Bill (October 8th TNA) 
and its ban on semiautomatic weapons, I would add that the House version is even worse. After 
first defining an "assault weapon" as "any weapon, by whatever name known, which embodies 
the same basic design, function, and configuration as any of the following weapons," a list of 14 
types of semiautomatics is provided -- with some 24 models specifically named. 

Since all semiautomatic firearms embody the same "basic design" and "function" as those 
in the list, every semiautomatic rifle, shotgun, and pistol can fall under the purview of this bill. 
Possession or any transfer of such a firearm would be prohibited unless ownership of the gun 
prior to it being placed on a list by the Secretary of the Treasury could be proven. Transfer of 
such "pre-owned" semiautomatics would then be subject to regulations prescribed by the 
secretary with national registration of such firearms an accomplished fact. 

NEIL V. FRIEND 


Manlius, New York 
FRONT PAGE Hollywood Prime Time: Surveying the 


Cultural Wasteland 


William Norman Grigg 


Mr. Grigg is a columnist with the Provo (Utah) Daily Herald. 


Journalist Cynthia Grenier, a former film executive, has observed that the "dreams and 
nightmares emanating from Hollywood are principally those of a small elite core of people who 
can hardly be said to represent mainstream America. Politically they have little in common .... 
Why is the television and motion picture industry -- which once sent the American dream around 
the world and made it, literally, the dream of the world -- so hostile to that dream now and so out 
of touch with the values that made it possible?" 

In the cinematic age, the flickering image has eclipsed the printed word as the primary 
means of transmitting knowledge for millions of Americans. Perhaps this is inevitable; it is 
certainly unfortunate, since the image is more easily manipulated than the printed word, and is 
certainly more capable of animating the masses on an emotional level. 

Grenier further observes, "As early as the 1920s, Lenin himself recognized the powerful 
propaganda value of film; in fact, he saw the cinema as the most powerful propaganda weapon in 
the world. It was through his support that men like [director Sergei] Eisenstein made films like 
Ten Days that Shook the World and The Battleship Potempkin." 

Although such films broadcast palpable untruths, they possessed the ability to bewitch 
the intelligence of capable, talented people. Film critic Richard Grenier (Cynthia's husband) 
recalls, "Yves Montand ... once told me that he had never read a word of Karl Marx, but had 
been converted to Marxism by seeing Sergei Eisenstein's Soviet film classic The Battleship 
Potempkin. 

Sanctified Cranks 

As Ronald Brownstein documents in his book The Power and the Glitter: The 
Hollywood-Washington Connection, during the 1920s Hollywood was inundated with 
screenwriters, actors, and directors who had been marinated in Marxism in the salons of New 
York. Then, as now, Hollywood was the incubator for scores of mystical and political cults. One 
Hollywood writer of the era lamented that there were more "sanctified cranks to the acre [in 
Hollywood] than in any other town in America." 
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In the 1930s many of Hollywood's "sanctified cranks" found themselves sucked into a 
communist-dominated "Popular Front" against Hitler. Prominent Hollywood leftists such as 
Dorothy Parker, Leser Cole, and Lillian Hellman tirelessly cataloged the crimes of fascism while 
offering public support for Stalin's show trials. Those in the Hollywood artistic community who 
tried to criticize both Hitler and Stalin were vilified as "saboteurs" and "fascist lackeys." 

After the defeat of the Axis in World War II and subsequent Soviet aggression, the House 
Committee on Un-American Activities (HCUA) began an investigation of the Front and its 
activities. Ten Hollywood activists were censured for contempt of Congress; this gave birth to 
the myth of a McCarthy-era Hollywood inquisition (although McCarthy, a senator, was never a 
part of the HCUA). But Brownstein, who is no friend of HCUA's memory, admits, "Without 
pressure from [HCUA] and other hounds of the right, the communist influence over Hollywood's 
political life would probably have remained considerable for many years." 

Brownstein is correct about HCUA's positive role, but wrong about the extent of the 
committee's influence. In his book, Brownstein recounts a recent incident in Hollywood in which 
a speaker at a gathering of Hollywood activists asked his audience to show by raised hands how 
many of them had visited Indiana; only a few indicated that they had. He then asked how many 
had visited Nicaragua; quickly the air was thick with upraised hands. HCUA may have restrained 
Hollywood's radical ambitions, if only by forcing its activist elite to assume protective 
coloration. But Hollywood's penchant for leftist politics survives intact. 

This leftist tendency is most visible in films. Hollywood is the most profit-conscious 
community in the world. However, every year several shockingly expensive "prestige projects" 
are produced in order to enhance the self-importance of Hollywood's political elite. One such 
project released this year was the box office bomb Guilty by Suspicion, a fictionalized account 
of the HCUA Hollywood investigation in which Front members were depicted as innocent 
victims of a right-wing witch hunt. 

Small Screen Mimic 

Television reflects, sometimes tardily, the priorities manifest on the big screen. Richard 
Grenier points out, "Television, much of it in the hands of the same studios that control movie 
production, has to cinema something of the same relationship that farm clubs have to the Major 
Leagues in baseball. We consequently see national television... relentlessly diffusing... styles and 
attitudes which have established themselves in what television people consider their elite art, the 
movies." 

Socialism still survives among the sheltered elites ignorant of any experience in the real 
world. Those who make their living in the world of illusion and caricature can maintain a belief 
in socialism's promises. Irina Irvine, a star of the cancelled CBS series Beauty and the Beast, 
provides a splendid example of this mentality. 

Beauty and the Beast is a modern adaptation of the classic fairy tale. The "Beast" is part 
of a colorful society of misfits that live in a labyrinth beneath New York City's subways. In an 
interview in the November issue of Starlog magazine, Irvine explains what attracted her to the 
show: "At first I thought it was weird, but when I got the first script I said, 'This is really a 
socialist society down here. This is really cool. They take care of each other. What a concept.' I 
really got behind that, as well as the good feelings that were being cultivated there .... 
Subconsciously, it's the kind of society down in the tunnels that everybody wants in the real 
world, where it's not incredibly materialistic. It's a world based on nurturing and supporting, and 
getting by without cutting your neighbor's throat. People are drawn to that kind of community." 

Most Americans would probably recognize that "nurturing and supporting" are functions 
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that should be filed by the family rather than the State. But among Hollywood's performing elite, 
family relationships are in constant flux. It is also something of an article of faith among the 
elites that the traditional family represents a dated social unit. John Bradshaw, an expert on 
"co-dependency" who has great influence on America's celebrity caste, states, "What we've been 
hearing from experts is that approximately 96 percent of [American] families are dysfunctional 
.... "Of course, this estimate is wildly at odds with familiar American realities; however, it 
harmonizes perfectly with current depictions of family life on prime time television. 

Prime Time Families 

Three of television's top-rated sitcoms, Cheers (Thursdays, NBC) Murphy Brown, and 
Designing Women (Mondays, CBS) presently offer plot lines featuring "alternative" families. 
The two central characters on Cheers, Sam Malone and Rebecca Howe, are trying to conceive a 
child out of wedlock. Neither wants to be married, and little has been said regarding the 
arrangements that will be made to care for the child once he arrives. The series' fall premiere 
revolves around the allegedly comical efforts of the couple to have sex in spite of the utter lack 
of empathy or commitment between them. 

Murphy Brown's season premiere resolves last year's season-ending cliff-hanger in 
which it was discovered that Murphy -- a middle-aged, single television journalist -- was 
pregnant. Two questions were left to torment the audience: Who was the father, and would 
Murphy decide to have an abortion? Shortly before the end of last season Murphy had affairs 
with both her ex-husband and a rival television talk-show host. In this season's premiere it is 
revealed that Murphy's ex is the father of her child and that she is "exercising her choice to have 
this baby." One of Murphy's female co-workers, upon hearing of the pregnancy, consolingly tells 
her, "Don't worry, Murphy, we'll take care of it, even if we have to visit the filthy back room 
where you'll be seen to by a man who doesn't even bathe." Murphy replies, "Come on, these are 
the '90s, and women have a choice. At least I think they still do -- I haven't read a newspaper yet 
this morning." 

On Designing Women, one of the four career women who provide the series’ tide has 
decided that she wants a baby but not a husband. This is a now-familiar premise on prime time. 
What distinguishes Mary Jo's ambition is that she wants to have the child by artificial 
insemination. "Will Mary Jo's withdrawal from the sperm bank bring her a bundle of joy?" reads 
the show's ad copy in the October 12th 18th issue of TV Guide. 

Masculinity Redefined 

Mary Jo's decision would remove, or at least redefine, the masculine parental role, a 
cherished goal of those on the feminist fringe. This theme can be found in other premises and 
plot lines from the fall season. Hollywood is much taken with the "men's movement," a new pop 
psychology fad inspired by several books that "redefine the male role" in a "post-patriarchal" 
society. Prominent among such writings is Iron John: A Book About Men, by Robert Bly. 
Those of us who live in the real word realize that there is no great crisis of identity among 
American males. Not many men in real life turn to Robert Bly for wisdom about what it means 
to be a "gendered being." But Bly's teachings are popular among Hollywood's elite, and such 
drivel has shown up in several shows during the early fall season. 

The second Cheers episode of the new season begins with one of the characters reading 
Bly's book. This leads to a decision on the part of the show's male contingent to take a "voyage 
of discovery" across the country, each of them looking for his "inner hairy man" (whatever that 
means). 

Home Improvement (Tuesdays, ABC), a new program that has found a place in the top 
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ten, regularly features a disciple of Robert Bly who offers psychobabble advice to a macho TV 
repairman, a "man-boy" whose ambitions far outstrip his abilities -- the type of man desperately 
in need of reliable advice about "male roles." 

New "male roles" are also featured this season on Roseanne (Tuesdays, ABC) and Roc 
(Sundays, Fox). "Roc" is a working-class black family man, a character more representative of 
the common American than many on television. But in a early episode of the new series, Roc's 
homosexual brother "comes out of the closet" by bringing his male fiancé to visit the household. 

We can expect to see more homosexual "couples" on television this fall. The producers of 
the highly rated series Star Trek: The Next Generation (syndicated) have announced that 
viewers will see homosexual "couples" in day-to-day settings on the spaceship Enterprise. This 
is meant to project an "ideal" culture of the future in which public homosexuality is regarded as a 
matter of moral indifference. 

"Weird" Chastity 

Teen sex is also a matter of moral indifference to Hollywood's elite. With great fanfare, 
the teenage medical prodigy who is the main character in Doogie Howser, M.D. (Wednesdays, 
ABC) loses his virginity early this season. Vic Rauseo, the show's executive producer, explains, 
"All we tried to do was be honest .... I mean, he has a very sophisticated job. He's a very 
sophisticated kid. He's 18 years old. He's been in love with this girl for two years. And it seemed 
it would be dishonest -- it would make him kind of weird if nothing happened." In the minds of 
those who produce Doogie Howser, M.D., "honesty" with regard to teen sex is defined as the 
willingness to succumb to peer pressure. 

Prime time television teaches that significant social definitions are up for grabs: What 
does it mean to be "honest" and "responsible" about teen sex? What is a family? For those who 
would defer to the recollections and traditions of previous generations, prime time television 
teaches that even our fondly-remembered past is subject to re-definition. 

Homefront (Tuesdays, ABC) is set in the period immediately following World War II. 
The generation that was sent overseas to beat the Axis comes home full of angst and adulterous 
ambitions. An early episode begins with a candid (some may say near-pornographic) discussion 
of a couple's fertility problems. The husband wants children, and he assumes that his wife does, 
too. But it happens that the wife is using birth control, because she is not ready to have children. 
The issue is presented in a contemporary fashion foreign to the time-frame of the series. 

As USA Today observes in a review, "Homefront's heart is below the belt" -- that is, the 
series dwells endlessly upon sex, and would lead viewers to believe that the post-WWII 
generation was similarly obsessed. It is profoundly misleading to project modern television's 
priapic fixation upon 1940s America. But this may be the point. 

A Few Gems 

There are some worthwhile new series. The Torkelsons (Saturdays, CBS) presents us 
with a familiar subject, that of a single mother trying to raise her children amid financial 
frustration. Millicent Torkelson, the single mother, decides to quit a day job in order to spend 
more time with her children at home. It is also refreshing to see a series that features southern 
characters that aren't foul, bigoted rednecks. White Southerners may be the only minority whose 
image isn't protected by Hollywood. 

Brooklyn Bridge (Fridays, CBS) is a Wonder Years-type nostalgic trip back to Brooklyn 
in the 1950s. It fondly portrays an extended Jewish family wrestling with the problems familiar 
to most American families. There was some concern among network officials that the program's 
unmistakable Jewish flavor might militate against ratings success. But the initial response to the 
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show has been overwhelmingly positive. 

Peter Tortorici, executive vice president of CBS Entertainment, notes that the program is 
"the universal experience of family and growing up. It represents something that we wished 
exists -- a sense of community, where people looked out for one another. The common 
denominator is their care and concern about their children." 

Tortorici is right, up to a point: The "sense of community" he speaks of exists plentifully 
in America. It is significant that this analysis of the appeal of a family drama is nearly identical 
to Irina Irvine's explanation of the appeal held by Beauty and the Beast's subterranean socialist 
society. Americans who live outside of Hollywood recognize that care, concern, and community 
are best realized in the family and the neighborhood rather than through the State. There is a 
hunger in the television market for stories that reflect these beliefs, and Tortorici appears to 
confirm the impression that even when Hollywood gets it right it still doesn't quite "get it." 

Rick Du Brow of the Los Angeles Times offers another notable insight regarding 
Brooklyn Bridge: "Aiming for the broad national audience, CBS simply ignored the fact that the 
show is presented Fridays, the start of the Jewish Sabbath, and some Jews who attend synagogue 
on that night reportedly have complained because they would like to see it." Religion, quite 
simply, is off Hollywood's cultural view screen. 

Another surprisingly enjoyable program is The Commish (Saturdays, ABC). Also set in 
Brooklyn, this one features Michael Chiklis as a diligent police commissioner who has a living 
wife and a whole family. His kids are well-mannered and obedient; his home life is solid and 
barren of the sordid conflicts so common on prime time. Chiklis's "Commish" is a lovable, 
resourceful, and experienced leader who has the ability to out-wit criminals. He also has little 
patience with some defense lawyers. In one scene, an ACLU-type lawyer compels the Commish 
to release a child molester on a technicality. He angrily declares, "Do you know what that little 
girl looked like when he got through with her? I've got the photos; I'll send them to your office. 
You can hang them next to your diploma!" Affecting a posture of moral indignation, the lawyer 
responds, "I resent that, commissioner," to which he replies, "Good!" 

Cable Alternative 

With the exception of these three programs, the new season offers scanty portions for 
those with a low threshold of annoyance. Cable television does provide some worthwhile 
alternatives. The Family Channel does a weekly service to the nation by broadcasting classic 
westerns on Saturdays and nightly reruns of programs such as The Waltons. It also offers some 
decent original series, notably The New Zorro (Sundays). Zorro does battle with the Alcalde 
(Mayor) of early 18th Century Los Angeles, foiling the despot's schemes to extort taxes from his 
hapless subjects. In addition to a useful message about the tyranny of taxation, Zorro offers an 
example of literacy and the ability to defeat villains with his wits if possible, and with his sword 
if necessary. The show is an unembarrassed attempt to validate traditional themes and values; for 
this reason it is noteworthy that the series is produced in Spain rather than in Hollywood. 

It is doubtful that Hollywood will become a family-friendly environment anytime in the 
near future. Technology and market pressure many eventually de-centralize the entertainment 
industry, but it would still take time before a serious rival for Hollywood's monopoly could 
emerge. For the immediate future, America's dream factory is securely in the possession of the 
same tiny elite that defines the terms of America's conversation about values. 

Duke in Louisiana Race 
Controversial Republican State Representative David Duke received 32 percent of the 
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vote in the October 19th Louisiana gubernatorial primary, a second place finish that earned him a 
spot in the November 16th run-off election. He will face former Democratic Governor Edwin 
Edwards, who gained 34 percent of the vote. Current Louisiana Governor Buddy Roemer 
received only 27 percent of the vote. Roemer, who had been a registered Democrat until March 
of this year, was endorsed and aided by the National Republican Party and President Bush. 

Both Duke and Edwards have controversial pasts. Edwards was twice tried on federal 
corruption charges in the 1980s, though never convicted. Duke was formerly a Grand Dragon of 
the Ku Klux Klan, and maintained his home telephone number as the local contact for the Klan 
until 1989, the year he won election to the Louisiana State House. While never publicly 
condemning the KKK, Duke claims he is no longer a racist and dismisses his past as "youthful 
indiscretions." 

Palestinian Delegates Named 

On October 22nd, 14 men were named as the Palestinian delegation to the upcoming 
Middle East peace conference scheduled in Madrid. The Palestinian delegation is headed by 
Haidir Abdel-Shafi, a longtime member of the Palestinian Communist Party. The majority of the 
delegation consists of either Communist Party members or supporters of Yassir Arafat's faction 
of the Palestinian Liberation Organization, Al Fatah. 

Israel's only preconditions for the conference were that the Palestinian delegation not 
include representatives of the PLO, a terrorist group, and that none of the Palestinian delegates 
represent East Jerusalem. 

Israel's initial reaction to the Palestinian representation was positive, because none of the 
delegates come from the nominal leadership of the PLO. But when word leaked out that a more 
radical six-member advisory committee would accompany the 14 delegates to Madrid, Prime 
Minister Yitzhak Shamir exclaimed, "We will not speak with these advisors." He also warned, 
"If the representatives at the conference say that they speak on behalf of the PLO, we will not 
speak to them." On the other hand, PLO terrorist leader Yassir Arafat boasted: "Everyone knows 
that the Palestinians will represent the PLO." 

Ukrainian Army Pushed 

Mikhail Gorbachev on October 21st warned the newly "independent" republics against 
forming "republican" armies, calling them "dangerous, irresponsible, and illegal." The following 
day, the parliament of the Ukraine approved a plan that would create a 400,000 man army. The 
Ukraine is one of 12 republics which remain nominally within the Soviet Union. An October 
11th treaty, signed thus far by ten of the 12, allows for a loose association among the republics, 
but left a number of issues under contention. Ukraine's government, dominated by former leaders 
in the Communist Party, has increasingly pushed for total independence from Moscow. 

House Passes Crime Bill 

The House on October 22nd passed the crime bill (S. 1241) by a vote of 305 to 118. The 
House legislation differed substantially from the crime bill the Senate had passed in July. The 
House version did not contain the mandatory waiting period for the purchase of handguns, nor 
the ban on certain types of assault weapons that were contained in the Senate bill. A conference 
report reconciling the differences between the two bills will be prepared by the congressional 
leadership and then sent back to both houses for final approval. The Bush Administration has 
indicated a willingness to sign a compromise package. 

Texas Massacre 

On October 16th, George Hennard, a 35-year-old unemployed merchant marine, went on 

a shooting rampage after driving his pickup truck through a plate glass window of a Killeen, 
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Texas restaurant. Armed with two semi-automatic pistols and nearly 100 rounds of ammunition, 
he killed 22 and wounded 20 others before killing himself. 
Burmese Nobel Winner 

On October 14th, the Nobel Peace Prize was awarded to Burmese political prisoner Aung 
San Luu Kyi. Kyi, a graduate of Oxford University, was placed under house arrest in June 1989 
for making a speech that condemned Ne Win, the socialist dictator of Myanmar, the nation 
formerly known as Burma. Kyi is also the daughter of Aung San, head of the Burmese 
Anti-Fascist People's Freedom League, which fought the Japanese during World War II. Kyi has 
not seen her family since Christmas of 1989. Her husband, Michael Aris, is an Oxford University 
professor who is currently a visiting professor at Harvard University. 

Cambodian Pact Includes UN 

The four major warring factions of Cambodia and 18 other foreign nations, including the 
United States, signed a United Nations-brokered peace treaty October 23rd. The treaty, which 
mandated an immediate cessation of all hostilities, granted enormous powers to the UN in 
running Cambodia. Under its terms, the UN will take over all administrative functions of the 
Cambodian government, including the Defense Ministry, Foreign Ministry, Ministry of Finance, 
and Communications. The UN will also deploy thousands of troops and civilians to Cambodia in 
order to enforce the treaty. 

Elections are scheduled for early 1993. In the interim, the UN will share power with a 
"Supreme National Council," a committee of 12 individuals from the four Cambodian factions, 
including representatives of the communist government and the Khmer Rouge communist rebels. 

-- THOMAS R. EDDLEM 
* In 1987, Soviet president Mikhail Gorbachev wrote a book, entitled Perestroika, in which 
he said, "We will proceed toward better socialism rather than away from it." He even called the 
collectivization of agriculture in the Soviet Union, a policy that involved not just the confiscation 
of land but the murder of millions, "a great historic act, the most important social change since 
1917." Yet, in spite of his candid pronouncements in support of totalitarian socialism in 
Perestroika, the world media continued to portray him as a democratic reformer. 

But now Gorbachev is coming out with a new book that reaffirms his commitment to 
socialism. The New York Times reported on October 27th that it had obtained a copy of the 
manuscript, a 74-page memoir about the August coup, soon to be published by Harper Collins. 
According to the Times, Gorbachev writes: "I'm convinced that the discrediting of socialism in 
the eyes of the masses is a passing phase." 

¢ U.S. Senator John Seymour (R-CA) recently sent out a letter to his fellow Californians 
asking them to sign and mail back to him a "Thank You" card addressed to Mikhail Gorbachev 
and Boris Yeltsin. The message on the card stated: 

Thank you for standing up to the hard-line communists in your country and fighting for 

freedom and democracy for your people. Your actions have helped make the 

world safer. May you soon enjoy all the blessings of liberty. God bless you. 

Seymour was appointed U.S. Senator by former Senator Pete Wilson when the latter gave 
up the seat after being elected governor of California. He faces election to the U.S. Senate for the 
first time in November 1992. His letter, which also solicited contributions for the campaign, was 
paid for by the U.S. Senator John Seymour Committee. 

¢ Listening to the latest media reports coming out of the Soviet Union, one would get the 
impression that the post-coup USSR has shed the last vestiges of communism in favor of 
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freedom and "democracy." Yet, the major media also continue to publish admissions about the 
USSR that conflict with their own Establishment line. 

For instance, the October 8th issue of the New York Times published an article, entitled 
"Soviet 'Democrats' Now Wrestle Over the Spoils," which stated, "Privatization of industry and 
housing has yet to begin, and in the Russian republic only 0.67 percent of the land has passed 
into private hands." 

¢ The Soviet Union may soon be allowed to defer some of its foreign debt obligations, 
according to David C. Mulford, the Under Secretary of the Treasury for International Affairs. 
Testifying before the Senate Finance Subcommittee on Deficits, Debt Management and 
International Debt on October 21st, Mulford said that the Group of Seven industrial nations 
reached a "general consensus" a week earlier that some response would be needed if the Soviets 
found themselves without sufficient foreign currency to meet their debt payments. 

¢ The "Harper's Index," a feature of Harper's magazine, recently published two statistics that, 
in the opinion of this writer, show how knowledge, or the lack of it, can influence public opinion. 
According to the "Index": "Percentage of Lithuanians who say that their country's health-care 
system should be run mainly by the government: 33." And: "Percentage of Americans who say 
that their country's health-care system should be: 69." Apparently many Americans want 
national health care because they don't understand what it would be like, while many 
Lithuanians don't want it because -- having lived for many years under socialism -- they do 
understand. 

-- GARY BENOIT 

NATION The Plot to Bork 
Thomas 

An alliance of liberal special interest groups, the media, and Democratic Senate staffers 
engineered the 11th hour sexual harassment charges against Clarence Thomas's nomination to 
the Supreme Court. 

The campaign to destroy Thomas held our nation spellbound, as a black conservative 
judge was forced to deny, on national television, comments he was accused of making about his 
sexual prowess, bestiality, and pornographic movies. 

Liberal sleaze hunters had previously worked together to assassinate the character of 
Robert Bork, a brilliant conservative jurist whose nomination to the Supreme Court was defeated 
by the Senate. In the case of Bork, his opponents had sunk so low as to scour a list of his video 
rentals to try to find something embarrassing. 

The key groups and individuals involved in the attempted Borking of Thomas have been 
identified as the Alliance for Justice; Ricki Seidman, a former People for the American Way 
operative who is now a staffer for Senate Judiciary Committee member Senator Ted Kennedy 
(D-MA); James Brudney, a staffer for Judiciary Committee member Senator Howard 
Metzenbaum (D-OH)); the Leadership Conference on Civil Rights; and Nina Totenberg, 
correspondent for federally-funded National Public Radio (NPR). 

Enter Professor Hill 

Of course, the accuser, Oklahoma law professor Anita Hill, played a key role as well. In 
fact, Senator Arlen Specter's (R-PA) charge that she committed perjury during the hearings 
centered on her denial and then admission (after consulting with her lawyers) that she was told 
by Metzenbaum staffer Brudney that bringing the harassment charges against Thomas would 
force him to quietly withdraw his nomination. 

But Brudney wasn't the first to "discover" Hill. Several news reports have identified the 
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Alliance for Justice as the group that turned Hill's name over to the Senate after having received 
a "tip" that Thomas had sexually harassed her 10 years ago. 

After getting Hill's name from the Alliance for Justice, Kennedy staffer Seidman 
contacted her. Seidman and Brudney then persuaded Hill to make accusations against Thomas on 
a confidential basis. The FBI conducted an investigation, interviewing Hill and Thomas, and sent 
its report to the Senate Judiciary Committee. But the committee decided not to pursue the 
charges because of their dated and unsubstantiated nature. 

Desperate Move 

The liberals got desperate when Thomas didn't withdraw. So the weekend before the 
scheduled vote on the nomination, a Democratic senator or his aide illegally leaked Hill's FBI 
statement to a liberal interest group, which then provided it to NPR's Totenberg, who broke the 
story nationwide. Washington Post reporter Juan Williams has identified the interest group as 
the Leadership Conference on Civil Rights, an umbrella group of feminists, homosexuals, and 
civil rights activists that also played a key role against Bork. 

Totenberg was a natural ally of the Left, having been the reporter who sabotaged the 
nomination of conservative Judge Douglas Ginzburg to the Supreme Court with a story that he 
had smoked marijuana. 

Hill was forced to go public, giving Totenberg an interview, holding a news conference, 
and then providing an "exclusive" interview to Dan Rather of the CBS Evening News just one 
day before the scheduled vote on the Thomas nomination. The tidal wave of publicity over the 
sexual harassment charges forced a postponement of the vote when Democrats said that Hill's 
charges had to be carefully examined. 

But the charges became more explicit every time Hill opened her mouth, causing her 
critics to accuse her of embellishing her story, perhaps under coaching. In fact, Senator Orrin 
Hatch (R-UT) suggested that Hill had perhaps plagiarized some of her most explosive charges 
from the novel The Exorcist and a separate sexual harassment case. 

High-Powered Defenders 

Hill's image as a victim who was just telling the truth was contradicted when she 
assembled a high-powered entourage, including law professor Charles Ogletree of Harvard, and 
professors Susan Deller Ross and Emma Coleman Jordan of Georgetown. These individuals, the 
New York Times noted, "are identified with liberal or progressive groups or causes .... "Yet, 
these witnesses cleverly portrayed Hill as a conservative Reaganite who supported Bork and who 
didn't have a political motive to get Thomas. 

Other Hill advisers included lawyer Janet Napolitano, identified as a pro-abortion 
activist; law professor Judith Resnik of the University of Southern California, identified as a 
feminist scholar; and attorney John Frank, a strong Bork opponent. 

Defenders of Hill say she could not have been part of a conspiracy because she had told 
others about the alleged harassment years ago. But it appears that the obscure sexual harassment 
charges made by Hill at that time may have been designed as a face-saving explanation for her 
decision to leave the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission. None of those to whom Hill 
mentioned the alleged harassment took it seriously enough to recommend that she pursue a 
complaint. 

The full story of the attack on Thomas may never be known. After all, there was no 
comparable effort to dig up "dirt" on Hill or to evaluate her polygraph test. What is more certain 
is that Judiciary Committee Democrats, their staffers, and Nina Totenberg will not be lining up 
for their own lie detector tests to determine who leaked what to whom. 
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-- CLIFF KINCAID 
NATION Betrayed In 
Action 

In June 1977, after serving 20 years active duty as an intelligence analyst with the U.S. 
Air Force and the super-secret National Security Agency, Jerry Mooney retired to Wolf Point, 
Montana, a small town on the border of the Fort Peck Indian Reservation in the secluded 
northeastern comer of the state. It was a long way from the many overseas locations he had been 
posted to in Europe, Africa, the Near East, the Far East, and Southeast Asia, and far removed too 
from the troubles and frantic pace of urban America. With relatively little news of the outside 
world reaching his isolated community, he could enjoy a quiet and contented life with his family. 

Big Shock 

But in 1986, cable television came to Wolf Point, and with it extensive coverage of 
national and international news. "It was at that time," says Mooney, "I viewed a news report 
concerning the Thomas Hart incident and how the government claimed that all the remains had 
been recovered from the crash site excavation in Southern Laos." He knew this to be in error 
because he could recall his records listing survivors from that incident. Then came the big shock. 
He learned that the government was insisting that all POWs/MIAs were dead and that there was 
no evidence to show otherwise. This he knew was plain false. 

Mooney's job as an intelligence analyst and a superintendent for airborne cryptographic 
operations in Southeast Asia had involved processing, evaluating, and reporting information 
relating to U.S. POWs. Using state-of-the-art technical means, the intelligence analysts had been 
able to locate hundreds of POWs and track their movements as they were transferred from one 
prison site to another. His intelligence section had developed a list of over 300 American POWs 
known to have been captured alive. Only about 5 percent of these men were returned at 
Operation Homecoming. But he had assumed that our government was deeply committed to 
recovering our men and was confident that the information he and other intelligence personnel 
were providing ultimately was going to be used for rescue operations or negotiations to secure 
their release. 

One of the cases Mooney had worked on involved at least four survivors of an EC-47Q 
electronics intelligence aircraft, code-named Baron 52, shot down on February 5, 1973, nine 
days after the signing of the Paris peace accords. The four crew members verified as survivors -- 
Cressman, Matejov, Brandenberg and Malton -- were all known in the intelligence trade as 
"Beeps" (Backend Electronics People), highly trained specialists who were keenly desired by the 
North Vietnamese and the Soviets for their technical expertise. 

The data developed by the intelligence section was of such precise nature, Mooney stated 
in a sworn affidavit of March 26, 1989, that it would have enabled negotiators to confront the 
North Vietnamese "with competence and authority" about missing American servicemen. But 
our political leaders never used the intelligence data for those purposes. 

Campaign of Intimidation 

In 1986 Mooney testified before the Senate Veterans Affairs Committee chaired by 
Senator Frank Murkowski (R-AK). Before leaving for Washington, he received an anonymous 
phone call warning him not to go. After arriving in Washington, he received more phone threats 
and had to ask for police protection. Then came a campaign of intimidation by officials from the 
Justice Department and National Security Agency to discourage him from testifying. He was told 
he was endangering national security and would be indicted for breaking secrecy. 

When all those attempts failed to dissuade him, it was Senator Murkowski's turn. The day 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


before he was to appear before the committee, Murkowski's office tossed out Mooney's sworn 
affidavit as "Inappropriate." When finally he was allowed to testify, and began to explain to the 
committee how American intelligence had developed positive proof of the existence and 
whereabouts of U.S. POW/MIAs, he was immediately shut down. "We're not interested in that 
kind of information," interrupted Murkowski. "Have you seen any live American prisoners 
lately?" Dumbfounded at the ludicrous nature of the question, since the senator knew he had 
spent the past several years in rural Montana, Mooney began to reply "Well, no --." 

"If you haven't seen any live prisoners recently, you have no business being here," 
Murkowski told the startled witness. With that incredible statement, Mooney's testimony was 
ended. 

Reconstructing the Data 

"After the Murkowski hearing," Mooney told THE NEW AMERICAN, "I was so mad I 
came back home and spent the next two years, about eight hours a day, remembering, writing 
down and reconstructing the POW information I had worked on" in Southeast Asia. Other than 
an appearance in the powerful 1987 POW documentary, We Can Keep You Forever, produced 
by the British Broadcasting Corporation, Mooney avoided the media. Instead, he produced 17 
sworn affidavits that reveal a wealth of data demolishing the government's official "no evidence" 
of live POWs position. These affidavits not only contain precise information about specific live 
POW/MIAs, but about executions of POWs by the Vietnamese communists, and the transfer of 
American POWs to the Soviet Union. 

When Mooney retired, his service records included praise from the NSA director for his 
"wide and diversified skills." According to Monika Jensen-Stevenson and William Stevenson, 
authors of Kiss The Boys Goodbye: How the United States Betrayed Its Own POWs in 
Vietnam. "Mooney had an outstanding record of long service in high categories of secret 
intelligence work. The man was an artist at distilling intelligence from intercepted enemy orders 
during the Vietnam War." Moreover, say the Stevensons, "Mooney had practically written the 
book on 'special methods' in Indochina for getting inside the enemy's mind." 

By all accounts, Jerry Mooney would appear to be a very credible and authoritative 
witness with no apparent ulterior motives for speaking out on the POW issue. "I want to see 
justice done," Mooney told THE NEW AMERICAN. "The politicians and bureaucrats have 
written our POWs off as KIA, Killed inaction. I say they are BIA, Betrayed in Action .... "The 
official U.S. government response has been to ignore Mooney's revelations and charges, and to 
dismiss him as "less than credible." 

Airlift to Moscow 

Now others are coming forward to corroborate Mooney's story. In September of this year, 
Terrell Minarcin, a retired Air Force/NSA cryptologist, was interviewed by KIRO-TV, the CBS 
affiliate in Seattle. He had worked under Mooney in Southeast Asia. According to Minarcin, his 
intelligence unit gathered evidence showing that during a single six-week period in December 
1977 and January 1978 at least 22 Americans were flown in Soviet planes from Hanoi to 
Moscow. Other POWs followed. One of those was Sergeant Peter Cressman, who had gone 
down in Baron 52, the EC-47Q spy plane. What had prompted Minarcin to break silence was a 
news report in March of this year in which a government official was quoted as saying Cressman 
had not survived the 1973 crash. Minarcin knew this to be false, since he had tracked Cressman 
for years. When he left the NSA in July 1984, Minarcin told THE NEW AMERICAN, "we had 
ascertained at least 436 POWs still in Vietnam" at that time. Minarcin, who now heads the 
National Clearinghouse for POW/MIA Affairs in Tacoma, Washington, says he has a dozen 
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men, who were in positions to know, who will be coming forward to verify his statements. 

A major reason that more men from the intelligence services haven't come forward to 
testify thus far, says Minarcin, is fear of the consequences of violating Title 18 U.S. Code 798 (a) 
3, which makes it a federal offense to divulge information concerning U.S. intelligence activities. 
In addition, says Minarcin, "anyone who has served in any intelligence service has had to read 
hundreds of pages of regulations on secrecy and sign numerous pledges" so that the necessity of 
maintaining secrecy is drilled into them as a primary objective. 

During wartime, and in matters that truly involve national security, this kind of strict 
secrecy is justifiable. But these same security measures also can be abused to cloak politically 
embarrassing or illegal activities by officials. And that is what is happening and has been 
happening for years, says Minarcin. "The message I am trying to get out now to all those who 
may have information about POW/MIAs is that Title 18 does not apply to POW/MIA matters. 
They are not breaking the law or violating security [by telling what they know about our men 
who are prisoners or missing]. In fact, it is their duty to come forward." 

Coming Forward 

Recent media coverage of our POWs is causing many Vietnam veterans with knowledge 
of POW cases to do just that. Following the October 16th airing of NBC's Unsolved Mysteries 
segment on the case of the missing crew members of Baron 52, former intelligence operatives as 
well as buddies of the missing airmen began contacting NBC, family members of the missing, 
and POW/\MIA groups to give additional information. 

Former Air Force Sergeant Robert Wilhelm, an airborne communications analyst in 
Baron 52's secret squadron, flew on missions with Joseph Matejov, Peter Cressman, and other 
members of the ill-fated EC-47Q crew. He was the radio man on duty on the ground the night of 
February 5, 1973, and the one who sent the top-secret flash to all airborne units that the plane 
had gone down. Two days later the squadron was told that the wreckage had been found by a 
search and rescue team but it was badly burned and all crew members were presumed dead. 

Around the 10th of February, they received a message from a "usually reliable source," a 
Laotian, claiming to have seen four Americans in flight suits being led through the jungle by 
North Vietnamese Army members in the vicinity of the crash. "But we were told to discount 
that," says Wilhelm. "We were told the way the plane was situated there could have been no 
survivors. That's what I believed for 15 years." 

But in 1988 he got in touch with the Matejov and Cressman families. From them he 
learned of the massive discrepancies in the official stories concerning the fate of the men of 
Baron 52. The evidence indicating that his comrades had been abandoned left him deeply 
troubled and led him to investigate further. 

"I was able to see photos of the EC47Q wreckage and it was not as badly damaged as we 
had been told," Wilhelm told THE NEW AMERICAN. "The tail section, where the backend 
crew members were located, was not burned and that fit with the other human and electronic 
intelligence indicating at least four of the crew had survived." 

"Literally, never a day goes by I don't think of Joe [Matejov] and the men on that crew," 
Wilhelm told THE NEW AMERICAN. I'm absolutely convinced that they got out of the 
airplane; at least four of them did. It really makes me angry that there were people out there who 
knew this at the time and covered it up .... It could have been me up there that night. I wouldn't 
want the country to give up on me." 

A Mother's Vigil 
When the Matejovs were told that their son Joseph had been killed in action, "we 
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believed them completely," says Mary Matejov. "My husband was a career Army man, a West 
Point graduate -- he had complete faith in the government." 

They first learned that their son might have survived the Baron 52 crash and been sent to 
the Soviet Union from a Jack Anderson report on the Good Morning America television 
program. Prompted by that television broadcast, they went to the Pentagon and were allowed to 
see their son's file. They were stunned, crushed by what they had found. "The radio transcripts 
showed he had bailed out," Mrs. Matejov told THE NEW AMERICAN. "The government knew 
all along that these men had been captured." 

The discoveries -- that their son might be a prisoner in the Soviet gulag and that their 
government had lied to them about his fate -- were devastating to the Matejovs. "My husband 
was a strong man," says Mary Matejov, "but it just tore him up, it never left his mind .... At night 
when he thought I was asleep I would often hear him crying and saying Joe's name." Mr. 
Matejov died in 1984. 

For Mrs. Matejov, it was the testimony of Jerry Mooney that provided the definitive 
proof that her son had indeed survived the crash. "I consider Mr. Mooney to be a real hero, 
because he stuck his neck out when no one else would," she says. "I appreciate and respect the 
sacrifices that he and men like Colonel Peck have made for those still missing and their 
families." 

In Mary Matejov's heart the hope still lives that someday her son Joe or other American 
captives will be released by Vietnam or the Soviet Union. 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 
WORLD The New, 
Improved USSR 

On October 13th, Askar Akayev was elected president of Kirghizia, one of the 15 Soviet 
republics. According to news accounts, Akayev thus became the "first freely elected" Kirghizian 
president. But this "freely elected" candidate was also the only candidate. He received 95 percent 
of the vote. He has been a communist since 1981. 

Moreover, after his victory was announced, he declared that he would neither reshuffle 
the government nor dissolve the parliament, which is dominated by "former" communists. "We 
have," he said, "taken one more step toward democratizing society." But he also declared that, 
before "we hold new parliamentary elections, we should develop a multiparty system and this 
can happen only over time." 

The situation in Kirghizia is typical of that in most of the Soviet republics, where 
"former" communists have been strategically positioned to provide the false leadership that can 
misdirect authentic grassroots aspirations for freedom, while assuring that talk of "independence" 
remains more rhetoric than reality. Indeed, 12 of the 15 republics are now led by open or known 
"former" communists. The Soviet Union, it appears, is not "collapsing," but is instead merely 
undergoing a costume change for the next act in the epic tragedy euphemistically called the new 
world order. 

On October 18th, leaders of eight of the republics joined Soviet President Mikhail 
Gorbachev in signing a treaty establishing a new, supposedly "decentralized," economic union. 
The pact would create a single economic zone encompassing most of the Soviet Union and 
would allegedly give the republics more control over their own resources and production. 
Although Ukraine, Azerbaijan, Georgia, and Moldavia declined to sign, they may eventually do 
So, since the economies of the various republics are so extensively intertwined. Indeed, 
Associated Press reported on September 24th that "all 15 republics have expressed interest in 
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maintaining economic ties in a kind of common market." 
The Baltic Republics 

Except for Iceland (which recognized Lithuania in February of this year), no country 
moved to establish diplomatic ties with the Baltics until the strange August 19th Kremlin "coup" 
failed. On August 25th, Denmark, Finland, Norway, and Argentina broke the ice, followed 
quickly by many other nations. But the U.S. opted for a "cautious" approach. According to Facts 
On File for August 29th, the "U. S. decision to hold off on recognition reflected a desire not to 
add to the difficulties faced by Gorbachev and Russian republic President [Boris] Yeltsin by 
pushing prematurely for change." 

Eventually, on September 2nd, President Bush announced full U.S. diplomatic 
recognition of Estonia, Latvia, and Lithuania. An unidentified aide revealed that the President 
had originally intended to grant recognition three days earlier, but had delayed the announcement 
at Gorbachev's personal request. 

On September 6th, as its first official action, the new Soviet State Council (a provisional 
body created the day before) formally recognized the independence of the Baltic states and 
declared Soviet support for their membership in the United Nations (which was granted on 
September 17th). On September 9th, discussions on aid to, and trade with, the European 
Community opened in Estonia's capital of Tallinn, and Estonia became the first Baltic state to 
apply for membership in the International Monetary Fund. Two days later, it was reported that 
LaMa and Estonia had applied for membership in the European Bank for Reconstruction and 
Development, and President Bush announced that U.S. assistance would be given (and Peace 
Corps workers sent) to the region. 

But are the Baltic nations now truly "independent" of Moscow? They remain fled to the 
Soviet Union by a common currency, rail and air links, and interdependent industries. In 
addition, the fate of some 250,000 Soviet military personnel stationed in the Baltics must be 
determined. The negotiations could take years. 

Estonia: The president of Estonia, Arnold Ruutel, is a "former" communist who joined 
the Party in 1964. He formally resigned his longtime membership in the Party to support the 
republic's independence drive. Earlier this year, Estonia signed an economic treaty with the 
Soviet Union. Ruutel claimed that cooperation with Boris Yeltsin was the only way to counter 
the threat of a Kremlin dictatorship. 

Latvia: Latvian President Anatolijs V. Gorbunovs was a Communist Party functionary 
for more than eight years before his election to head Latvia's parliament in 1988. He once 
denounced pro-independence demonstrators, but after his reelection last year reluctantly went 
along when the nationalist-dominated parliament declared Latvia's independence. 

Lithuania: Lithuanian leader Vytautas Landsbergis has the most impressive career-long 
record of opposition to communism of any current republican leader. In March 1990, he became 
the first non-communist elected to head a Soviet republic. Lithuania then became the first 
republic to break ties with Moscow by declaring its immediate independence. Eight days later, 
Gorbachev ruled the declaration invalid and insisted that the republic recognize the supremacy of 
Soviet law. He followed up by sending troops and police on a rampage throughout the republic 
and imposing an economic embargo on key products, including oil and natural gas. 

The Lithuanian president was openly critical of President Bush's recent wimpish policy 
regarding recognition of the Baltics. A few months earlier, in the wake of sporadic Soviet raids 
into Lithuania, he lamented, "Every time the United States shows a more favorable disposition 
toward the Soviet Union, the Baltic states, and especially Lithuania, are struck again by Soviet 
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armed forces." 

On September 8th, Soviet security forces began pulling out of Vilnius (the capital), but 

Soviet troops remain. 
Central Asian Republics 

Kazakhstan: The second largest Soviet republic in size (after Russia), Kazakhstan is 
replete with natural resources (especially oil) that have caught the eye of U.S. corporations 
(Chevron Corporation has been invited to develop the huge Tengiz off field). 

A profile in the September 23, 1991 Wall Street Journal described Nursultan A. 
Nazarbayev, the president of Kazakhstan, as "an advocate of free enterprise." Actually, 
Nazarbayev is a Gorbachev ally who joined the Communist Party in 1962 and only resigned 
from the Communist Party Central Committee and the Central Committee Politburo in the wake 
of the coup. (It is unclear whether or not he quit the Party itself.) An aide to Secretary of State 
James Baker was quoted in the September 16th Washington Times as saying (with the 
Department's typical restraint when commenting on entrenched communists parading as 
"reformers") that Nazarbayev is not "a bona fide democrat." 

Kirghizia: As already noted, Kirghizia remains firmly under communist control. In the 
wake of the coup, Gorbachev reportedly offered the Soviet vice-presidency to President Akayev, 
who strongly supports a "single economic zone" comprised of both loyalist and breakaway 
republics. 

Tadzhikistan: The presidency of Tadzhikistan became vacant when longtime 
Communist Party loyalist Kakhar Makhkamov resigned under fire following the coup. This 
despite his formal break with the Soviet Communist Party in a last-ditch effort to demonstrate 
some autonomy. Prime Minister Izatullo Khayeyev is the provisional leader pending presidential 
elections scheduled, as we write, for October 27th. In January 1990, Khayeyev submitted his 
resignation as prime minister in the wake of an outbreak of ethnic violence, but the republic's 
Communist Party Central Committee refused to accept it. 

Turkmenistan: The communists also retain their firm grip on Turkmenistan. It is the 
only Soviet republic that does not bother even to maintain the facade of at least one alternative 
political organization. Turkmenistani leader Saparmurad Niyazov has been a communist since 
1962 and was (as leader of the republic's Communist Party) appointed to the Soviet Politburo on 
July 14, 1990. For public consumption, he has occasionally sparred with the Kremlin over such 
issues as Moscow-imposed taxes and the extent to which the republic's natural gas and cotton 
industries have been exploited by the central government. 

Uzbekistan: On August 31st, the parliament of Uzbekistan approved its declaration of 
independence and became the first of the Central Asian republics to formally "take a step toward 
leaving the Soviet Union." Or so we were told. Those opposed to the heavy-handed rule of 
President Islam A. Karimov viewed the declaration, instead, as a cynical effort by Karimov to 
preserve his authoritarian rule. As attorney Miralim Adilov (a leading figure in the main 
opposition group Birlik) put it, when "the coup was defeated, the government decided the best 
way to save itself was to declare independence. The party will change its name, but it won't 
matter. Here is an island of communism." 

President Karimov, who (as the republic's Communist Party chief) was also appointed to 
the Soviet Politburo last year, has been a communist since 1964. Three days before the coup, he 
declared that the republic was not ready for either "democracy" or a market economy, and that he 
preferred the communist Chinese approach. 

The Slavic Republics 
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Byelorussia: Prior to the coup, Byelorussia was considered to be the least 
independence-minded of the European republics. As the Los Angeles Times for September 3rd 
noted, it had been "long docile and ruled by Communist conservatives, had made no real moves 
toward independence, and anti-Communist activists contend that its [August 25th] vote to break 
away from the union was only a ploy to guarantee that the old guard retains power." 

Communist President Nikolai Dementei resigned under pressure on August 25th, 
supposedly for having done nothing to oppose the coup. That cleared the way for Prime Minister 
Vyacheslav Kebich to take his place. Kebich, however, is also a communist, who began working 
for the Party in 1985 and resigned his Party posts only after the coup. 

Moldavia: Moldavia's interim President Mircea Snegur is a former Communist Party 
official. He resigned as chairman of the national legislature in February, claiming that the Party 
was intent on smearing him. The Los Angeles Times for September 3rd claimed that he has been 
"fiercely anti-Communist" ever since. He was chosen interim president until a direct election can 
be held, and has been increasingly criticized for his autocratic methods. 

The Moldavian parliament formally outlawed the Communist Party on August 23rd and 
declared independence four days later. The republic was immediately recognized diplomatically 
by neighboring Romania (with whom the Moldavian leadership favors eventual reunification). 
Many ethnic Russians and Ukrainians opposed the independence declaration (each faction 
comprises about one-eighth of Moldavia's 4.3 million population). On September Ist, hundreds 
of Russian and Ukrainian women stopped train traffic in the city of Tiraspol to protest the, 
declaration. Shortly thereafter, dissidents declared the republic's eastern (mostly Russian) region 
an independent republic. The move was ruled unconstitutional by Moldavian authorities. 

Russia: Russian President Boris Yeltsin joined the Communist Party in 1961 and 
formally quit in July 1990, as part of the carefully orchestrated scenario which has elevated him 
to his current position of prominence within Russia and throughout the Soviet Union as a whole. 
(For an overview of the political leap frog played by Yeltsin and Gorbachev since 1987, see THE 
NEW AMERICAN for August 13, 1991, page 37.) 

Yeltsin has championed agreements between the republics to organize economic 
cooperation and ensure their defense. On August 30th, for instance, Russia signed separate 
political and economic treaties with Ukraine and Kazakhstan. Four days earlier, however, he 
sparked a heated dispute between Russia and those republics when a statement issued in his 
name claimed that Russia reserved the right to review its borders with any republic that left the 
union. Ivan Drach, the head of Rukh (the top Ukrainian nationalist movement) accused Yeltsin's 
Russia of having a "Big Brother syndrome." 

On August 22nd, the Russian parliament formally adopted the white, blue, and red flag of 
the pre-Bolshevik era as the republic's official flag. And on September 8th, the Presidium of the 
Russian Supreme Soviet ordered that Leningrad be rechristened St. Petersburg (as it was 
originally designated by Czar Peter the Great in 1703). 

Such symbolic gestures have primarily served to camouflage a less optimistic reality. 
Communist deputies still command a majority in the Russian legislature. On August 29th, 
Russian Premier Ivan S. Silayev fired the two top Soviet banking officials, but they refused to 
leave and were back on the job three days later. And a front-page article in the Wall Street 
Journal one week after the coup, captioned "In a Russian City, Communism Make a Quick 
Comeback," described events in the Russian city of Tula, where the Communist Party 
headquarters had been padlocked, its newspaper closed, its files locked, and the Party's demise 
widely proclaimed. "Now, little more than a week later," the Journal noted, "they're not so sure. 
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Communist Party members still hold most elected government posts and sit in grand offices with 
secretaries in the anterooms .... Now, some sealed buildings have been reopened. The party 
newspaper is publishing again, though ownership has been legally transferred from the party to 
the workers .... Mr. Litvinsov, a former Communist Party chairman, later states eerily that while 
communism may be officially dead, nothing in Tula's government has changed ...." 

On October 16th, it was reported that Boris Yeltsin had urged the Russian parliament to 
postpone local elections scheduled for December. In an appeal to parliament, Yeltsin warned that 
electing local administrative heads in December would result in "inevitable confrontation" 
between newly elected heads of administration and previously appointed officials. He also 
claimed that millions of rubles would be wasted on organizing the election campaign. Yeltsin, as 
noted by Associated Press on October 17th, "has been criticized for his practice of appointing 
officials across the huge republic, rather than having them elected." 

Ukraine: The second most populous republic (after Russia), the Ukraine is a key 
industrial and agricultural region. Many Ukrainians complain that, while their republic has 
served as the Soviet Union's breadbasket, it has received very little in return. Russia and the 
Ukraine together account for roughly 70 percent of the Soviet Union's population and economic 
production. 

Ukrainian President Leonid Kravchuk is the republic's former Communist Party chief for 
ideology. He was "elected" to his present position in 1990. He has been described as being 
sufficiently silver-tongued to "steal a chicken and still be friends with the farmer." Which maybe 
true, since he pledged to pursue "sovereignty," then waffled on the definition in a way that would 
please both the Kremlin and Rukh, the grassroots pro-secession group. 

The Rada (parliament), which has a communist majority, declared "transitional" 
independence on August 24th, subject to a December Ist referendum. Kravchuk hopes to win the 
presidential election at that time. A key issue in the campaign (assuming there is meaningful 
opposition) is the Ukrainian distaste for further ties with Russia. Rukh favors full independence 
and opposes Ukrainian membership in Gorbachev's proposed Union of Soviet Sovereign 
Republics. Its leader, Ivan F. Drach, believes that joining in a new central alliance "would allow 
a return to the old structures which we have fought against and decisively rejected." 

On August 25th, the Ukrainian Communist Party voted to sever relations with the central 
Soviet Communist Party. President Kravchuk, who has effectively employed the rhetoric of 
nationalism, formally resigned from the Party after being criticized for not promptly condemning 
the coup. 

A supposedly autonomous Defense Ministry has been created and at least 500,000 Red 
Army troops have been transferred to its command. In early September, it was reported that the 
Ukrainian leadership had called for bids from Western bank-note printers to issue a separate 
currency. The new economic treaty adopted on October 18th (which the Ukraine did not sign) 
reportedly would allow the republics to introduce their own currencies. 

The Transcaucasian Republics 

Armenia: In Armenia, nationalists seeking independence have been involved in virtual 
guerrilla war with Azerbaijan. Hundreds of persons have been killed in the conflict over the 
Azerbaijani enclave of Nagorno-Karabakh, whose population is mostly Armenian. It desires to 
secede and become part of Armenia. 

The Armenians, who are mostly Christians, contend that they cannot achieve full cultural, 
political, and economic freedom under the rule of Azerbaijan, which is mostly Muslim. Current 
Armenian President Levon Ter-Petrosyan was imprisoned in 1988 for demanding annexation of 
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the area. Ter-Petrosyan was elected president by the Armenian parliament on August 5, 1990, 
defeating the republic's Communist Party chief, Vladimir M. Movsisyan. He was reelected on 
October 16th of this year in the republic's first direct election. 

On September 22nd, the New York Times reported that Russian President Yeltsin and 
Kazakhstani President Nazarbayev had allegedly "achieved some success" in mediating a 
settlement that would continue to consider Nagorno-Karabakh Azerbaijani territory, but allow 
free elections and self-rule guaranteed by Russia and Kazakhstan. But on September 25th, 
fighting broke out once again and at least three persons were killed by sporadic gunfire. 

On September 23rd, Armenia became the 12th republic to declare independence. 

Azerbaijan: President Ayaz Mutalibov of Azerbaijan has been a communist since 1963. 
He was visiting Iran when the Kremlin coup occurred. He reportedly welcomed Gorbachev's 
demise, but later denied it and formally resigned his Communist Party leadership posts. He 
contends that Nagorno-Karabakh is autonomous Azerbaijani territory within Azerbaijan and 
should stay that way. 

The Azerbaijani parliament established a "National Ministry of Defense," headed by a 
former deputy commander of Soviet forces in Germany, and on October 11th voted to 
"nationalize" Soviet military equipment within the republic's borders as a way to equip a new 
republican army. It was reported to be the first direct challenge to the status of the Soviet armed 
forces in the republics. 

President Mutalibov was "elected" on September 8th. He was the sole candidate, since 
opposition rallies were broken up by communist interior ministry troops, convincing a rival 
candidate to drop out of the race on August 30th. The Muslim church denounced authorities for 
scheduling the election on "Mourning Day" (a Muslim holy day). Following the rigged election, 
Moscow's Express-Chronicle reported that President "Mutalibov announced that the Azerbaijani 
CP [Communist Party] was not liquidated ...." 

Georgia: Zviad Gamsakhurdia has been agitating for the independence of Soviet Georgia 
since his teens. He was imprisoned in the 1970s for disseminating anti-Soviet propaganda and 
defending human rights. In October 1990, the Gamsakhurdia-led Georgian Round Table (a 
coalition of non-communist, proindependence parties) captured a plurality of parliamentary 
seats. In November, Gamsakhurdia was elected president of the predominantly nationalist 
legislature. On May 26th of this year, he was overwhelmingly elected president of Georgia, 
receiving nearly 87 percent of the vote to become the first directly elected leader of a Soviet 
republic. 

Two weeks prior to the election, Georgian police raided the campaign headquarters of 
Gamsakhurdia's main opponent, arresting staffers and confiscating documents. During election 
week, Gamsakhurdia's posters reportedly appeared everywhere, while none could be found for 
his opponents. 

The president reportedly remains popular with most of those who elected him. They 
claim that a strong hand is necessary to win independence and cope with Soviet attempts to 
sabotage the regime. But he has recently come under increasing attack from opposition led by 
intellectuals, former allies, and national guard rebels who claim that he is ruling in a "dictatorial" 
manner. 

The pro-independence unity among most of the republic's political groups ended abruptly 
on September 2nd after police shot and wounded five protesters during an anti-Gamsakhurdia 
rally. Throughout September and into October, skirmishes between the two sides continued. 

In addition to the political firestorm, ethnic strife has pitted Georgians against Ossetians 
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in the South Ossetian Autonomous Region in northern Georgia. Many Ossetians desire to join 
the North Ossetian Autonomous Region, which is part of Russia. Last December, the Georgian 
parliament abolished South Ossetia as an autonomous region of Georgia, in effect annexing the 
area, and there has been ongoing ethnic violence ever since. 

Georgia's Foreign Minister Gyorghi M. Khoshtaria visited Washington in late September 
to seek "moral and economic support" from the United States. He accused the Soviet Union of 
fomenting the ethnic strife to destabilize the Gamsakhurdia government. "Playing one ethnic 
group against another has always been practiced by the Soviet Union," he told reporters. 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 
AMERICAN OPINION Crumbling From Within - Ancient Rome and Modern 
America 
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More than 20 centuries ago there lived a great people that prided itself on its free 
institutions and on its republican government. But the stupidity, recklessness, and treachery of its 
own leaders undermined and destroyed all that had been created. This historical example is 
critical to Americans in the closing years of the 20th Century since we are undergoing a similar 
shift from a limited government of law towards a government of men. We will see, in the 
paragraphs that follow, that a republic that is not closely scrutinized by a vigilant citizenry will 
soon exceed the limitations placed on it by law, enter into domains in which it has no legitimate 
function, and enslave the very people it is sworn to serve. We will see also that, while our own 
government intrudes into every aspect of our lives, it is rafting to carry out at least one of its 
legitimate functions -- and is doing so with premeditation and cunning -- so better to achieve its 
unsavory ends. 

Death of a Republic 

Historians record that roughly two thousand years ago the world's first successful 
republic, that of the Roman people, was transformed into despotism. This metamorphosis was a 
gradual one and came after a period of wars, internal conflicts, and social illness. When 
corruption and demoralization were sufficiently advanced, strong men stepped forth onto the 
political stage promising order and stability and guaranteeing that they would uphold the ancient 
rights of the Roman people. 

The great Augustus, successor to Julius Caesar, was clever enough, as one historian puts 
it, to "keep the ancestral frame of tradition intact," even though his rule was absolute. The 
outward shells of those institutions associated with the republic were maintained or restored. The 
words and phrases of republicanism were carefully retained. But the republican institutions and 
the terminology of the old system were sheer illusion, and not many intelligent men were fooled. 

A few still dreamed of a restored republic, reasoning that once the crises in society were 
mastered the emperor would step down and the previous order would return. But the crises were 
never mastered and the republic did not return. The republican paraphernalia were a fiction and, 
to use the words of the German scholar Wolfgang Kunkel, nothing more "than a venerable and 
weather-beaten facade." The Senate was only a sounding board for the emperor, its seats 
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occupied principally by his supporters. 

Within a few generations there was no one left who even remembered the cherished 
liberties of the past. Unbridled despotism had become the lot of the Roman people and there 
were no further barriers to the continued growth of an all-powerful government. A government 
of law had become a government of men. A proud and upright people had become a craven 
rabble. 

Ancient Police State 

In the time of Diocletian, in the late Third Century, an overt police state (albeit, in 
somewhat primitive form) was fully set in place. Diocletian created a corps of "imperial 
messengers," the duty of which was to carry the emperor's official edicts throughout the empire. 
The messengers were watched over by a supervisory corps, known as "imperial inspectors." 
However, these government agencies had purposes beyond those of proclaiming to the people of 
the Roman world the will of their master. The flow of information was two -way. "The whole 
corps," we are told by the renowned British historian, A.LH.M. Jones, "was greatly hated and 
feared by the public and the local officials, since it was popularly -- and rightly -- believed that 
they, and particularly their inspectors, were used as a secret police by the central government." 
Punishment for those who publicly dissented from official views was swift and sure. 

Diocletian is also remembered for other unpleasant innovations. With an unwieldy 
empire to hold together, the emperor increased the size of the bureaucracy to gargantuan 
proportions. The Roman world was filled with the cancer of officialdom. In the cities more and 
more people turned to government for employment or, if that was not possible, for welfare 
handouts. Taxes leaped skyward. 

It was, of course, the pre-industrial age, and the backbone of the Roman economy was 
agriculture. Consequently, the brunt of taxation fell chiefly on the shoulders of the farmer. An 
early Christian writer, Lactantius, complained bitterly about life under Diocletian's welfare state: 

There began to be fewer men who paid taxes than there were who received wages; so the 

means of the farmer being exhausted by enormous impositions, the farms were 

abandoned, cultivated fields became woodland, and universal dismay prevailed .... 

[T]here were condemnations daily, and forfeitures frequently inflicted; taxes on 

numberless commodities ... and, in exacting them, intolerable wrongs. 

Since the tax burden was borne most heavily by farmers, the situation for them became 
impossible. Farmers, barely surviving even in the best of times, paid over a third of their produce 
in taxes. Many were reduced to near starvation and began to leave the land and move to the city, 
having, in their view, no other choice but to stand in queues like the city folk and collect their 
government "entitlements." 

Planned Economy 

With farmers leaving their fields, tax revenues fell precipitously. An alarmed Diocletian 
responded with a series of new laws that rigidly bound farmers to their land. Farmers were no 
longer free to leave their fields, regardless of the hardships imposed by government. Soon the 
law was expanded so that it applied to many other trades and professions, especially those in 
which the state possessed an interest. Workers and tradesmen in such industries as armament 
manufacture and shipbuilding were bound to their jobs, like the farmers. To assure further the 
preservation of the status quo, there was additional elaboration in the law that made it hereditary. 
Sons were obligated to follow the trade or profession of their fathers. Thus, social mobility and 
opportunity were instantly annihilated by the stroke of the emperor's pen. 

Diocletian's edicts failed to achieve economic stability. Instead, they produced a growing 
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scarcity of goods and commodities. Inflation was rampant. The emperor reacted by fixing prices 
and wages and threatening death to anyone who exceeded the amounts set by law or who 
withheld goods from the market. The entire economy was tightly regulated from top to bottom. 
Every city and town swarmed with government agents who set prices on all products and 
commodities on a daily basis. "Excess profits" were seized. Certain industries were given over to 
government-sanctioned monopolies (for example, the silk trade) and were even more strictly 
controlled, licensed, and supervised. And, to pay the government's bills, the currency was 
systematically debased. 

Ancient Insiders 

One might imagine that those apparently with the most to lose -- the members of the 
aristocracy and the wealthy- would have been the most energetic in resistance to growing 
despotism. This was not the case. It is interesting to note that all of the aforementioned laws and 
regulations fell much more heavily on hardworking farmers and on the middleclass tradesmen 
and merchants, and much less on the super-rich and the mighty. Those who were most powerful 
in Roman society, and who might be called the "Insiders" of that age, made ever larger fortunes, 
while the empire and most of its people sank into pauperdom under the weight of taxes and 
regulations. The power of the "Insider" clique assured their exemption from the laws and 
regulations and assured further that taxation would fall much more lightly on them. Moreover, 
they tapped directly into the government's monopolistic economic enterprises, and even into the 
collection of taxes. They became even more wealthy. 

The power of these ancient "Insiders" was formidable. Some later emperors (Justinian I 
and Constantine VII Porphyrogenitos, to cite two) struggled against their power and defended the 
poor and the middle-class shopkeepers, tradesmen, and farmers against the depredations of the 
entrenched bureaucracy. But, except in isolated cases, the struggle was to no avail. 

Erosion of Morality 

There is another feature of Roman Fife that stands out during the centuries between the 
fall of the republic and prior to the rise of Christianity. That feature is the moral degeneration of 
the Roman people. The Romans of the republic were an austere, highly moral people. A modern 
writer states that Roman life was animated by the "ideals of manhood and womanhood, of 
fatherhood and motherhood, of honor, faith, and patriotism, of loyalty and devotion, of personal 
bravery, of resoluteness and endurance, of purity and incorruptibility .... " 

But the Romans changed. The poet Juvenal remarked with caustic sarcasm that "the 
people that once bestowed commands, consulships, legions, and all else, now concerns itself no 
more, and longs eagerly for just two things -- bread and circuses!" 

The contrast between the honorable society of republican days and that which a 
Second-Century Christian document describes is remarkable. It warns the faithful that Roman 
society was one of darkness, death, and sin: 

People far indeed from meekness and patience, that love vanity and seek rewards ... never 

take thought for those who suffer, and do not know their own Creator, that kill 

their children and with abortions destroy the creatures of God .... Flee, my 

children, from such vile people. 

We have considered, in very brief and very rough outline form, the dramatic transition in 
ancient Roman society from republic to tyranny, so that from this we may gain certain insights 
with respect to the direction of our own society today. It would be incorrect to assume analogies 
between the Roman republic and the United States of America in every detail, since there exist 
significant differences in the relevant historical and geographical milieu of each. Nevertheless, a 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


general comparison is valid and useful. 

Our government was established as a limited republic, like that of Rome. In fact, the 
Founding Fathers drew much inspiration from the ancient Romans. They envisioned America as 
a country in which government would be forever restrained by law and, most importantly, by the 
vigilance of an educated, morally upstanding, self-reliant citizenry -- one that shared a common 
cultural, religious, and linguistic heritage. 

The erosion of the government of law established in 1781 is reflective of a change, first 
of all, in the moral tone of American society. The America of 1800, of 1850, or of 1890 was 
largely unchanged, morally speaking, from that of the previous century. The overwhelming 
majority of people were still deeply religious and fiercely independent. 

The America of 1990 is quite unlike that of the past. From the press to movies and from 
television to schools, the drumbeats of immorality and materialism are everywhere, and huge 
numbers blindly follow the din to their destruction. A bare majority still adheres to the old 
morality and ideals, and this majority is factionalized, ill-informed, confused, and ineffectual. 
Though they lack the ability and direction to respond, the majority senses something of the 
nature of the difficulties surrounding it. Keeping this majority in a state of ineffectuality is 
therefore essential to the advocates of the socialistic superstate. 

It is for this reason that politicians find it convenient, like early Roman emperors, to 
"keep the ancestral frame of tradition intact," in a verbal sense anyway. Americans hear their 
leaders mouth comfortable, familiar words and slogans that soothe the ears and that anesthetize 
the mind to the real changes in the relationship between government and the governed. 
Theoretically, Americans still possess every one of the rights and protections of their forebears, 
and these are guaranteed by law. In reality, however, many of the freedoms enjoyed by our 
ancestors are gone, and the remainder are under attack. Government is in the hands of men who 
do not respect the law. Limitations on government power, so wisely put into place by the 
Founding Fathers, are rapidly becoming "a venerable and weather-beaten facade," as they did in 
ancient Rome. 

Modern Diocletians 

We see how in Rome each new incursion by the government further distorted the 
economic markets and brought the economy near to collapse. In order to try to stem fiscal 
paralysis, Diocletian resorted to a planned economy, with an attendant massive bureaucracy to 
enforce an unending flow of government decrees. 

This is exactly what has happened in America in our own time. Whether it be through 
ill-conceived environmental regulations, the tax code, civil "rights" legislation, "hate crime" 
laws, gun control, regulatory strings attached to government loans and contracts, or any of 
hundreds of other laws and regulations, the federal government now plays a major role in the life 
of every businessman, every farmer, every wage earner, every housewife, and every child in 
America. What is not controlled by law or regulation is controlled by the dictates of federal and 
state courts. The federal government controls the admission policies of almost all schools and 
determines, to a large extent, what may and may not be taught. It controls states and local 
municipalities through the distribution of federal funds. It requires the states to maintain a host of 
mandated programs and separate subsidiary bureaucracies. 

The size and scope of this modern government would have stunned Americans of even 
two or three generations ago. As in ancient Rome, there is no limit to government expansion. 
And, again as in ancient Rome, our currency has been debased nearly beyond redemption so that 
the central government may pay endless mountains of bills. 
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Welfare programs have become a way of life for many Americans. These people have 
forgotten that government welfare handouts are simply a method by which a population may be 
managed by big government, as the ancient emperors knew quite well. In the major cities of the 
Roman Empire, the bread dole and corn dole acted as social narcotics that kept a restive people 
quiet and dependent for centuries. 

We have already noted the existence of certain elements within Roman aristocratic circles 
that actually profited from the state socialism of Diocletian and his successors. Many members 
of the big business community in the United States do likewise. In exchange for lucrative 
government contracts and tax codes that grant privileged status to their giant foundations, they 
support (or do nothing to oppose) the advance of an all-powerful government. Like the corrupt 
and treacherous nabobs of ancient Rome, the leaders of some giant American corporations have 
hitched their monopolistic-capitalist wagon to the engine of state socialism. And while most 
Americans are seeing their standards of living sharply decline, these Insiders are growing richer 
and more powerful. 

Tax Tyranny 

"[I|f there was one institution that left an indelible mark on the late Roman ... way of life, 
it was surely taxation," states an historian of ancient Rome. If there is a single institution in 
contemporary-America that leaves an indelible mark, and before which nearly everyone 
trembles, it is the federal income tax. The collection of income taxes has given government an 
excuse to establish the basis for a police state, in which government agents are legally 
empowered to spy, harass, prosecute, ruin, impoverish, and jail any American found guilty of, or 
even suspected of, any breach of labyrinthine tax laws. Surely Americans today have no less to 
fear from these agents of government than did Romans of the time of Diocletian from the 
"imperial messengers." 

It is the duty of government to enforce the laws protecting the rights and property of 
individuals, to maintain order, to protect the integrity of our borders, and to protect the nation 
from all enemies, domestic and foreign. Insofar as it does these things, government serves the 
individual citizen. When it steps far afield from its limited mandate, government becomes both 
the enemy of individual freedom and the instrument of the destruction of individual rights. 
Unless it is stopped, it reaches for greater and greater power and eventually cannot be controlled. 
That is precisely what happened to the ancient Romans. 


An additional area of danger that contributed to the destruction of the Roman state and to the 
growth of big government in that age threatens us today. In the early days of the empire, the 
Roman people themselves were told that they occupied a privileged place in the world. With few 
exceptions, only Romans Were citizens, and only they enjoyed the full range of rights that came 
with citizenship. The special sense of Roman uniqueness, of duty, and of civilizing mission gave 
way in 211 AD to a strange cosmopolitanism. The Emperor Caracalla granted the rights of 
citizenship to every free inhabitant of the empire. Thus, Roman citizenship no longer possessed 
any meaning. To many Romans this was a betrayal. 

Americans are being similarly betrayed, and the betrayal is one of the most naked in our 
history. Instead of conquering the world, as the Romans did, and then extending citizenship to 
everyone, our government is intent on inviting the world to American shores. For the price of a 
boat or plane ticket or by illegally slipping across our border, the rights of Americans -- with all 
the privileges but with no obligation to understand the meaning of the name -- may now be 
claimed by anyone. 

Concerning the matter of immigration let us be absolutely candid. Let us boldly put aside 
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the rose-colored spectacles of the disingenuous sentimentalism that is daily promoted by those 
allies of big government, the mass media. Let us dismiss all of the vacuous platitudes of 
self-serving politicians, the gratuitous accusations of "bigotry" and "racism," and the shrill cry of 
special interest groups. As patriotic Americans, we must be honest amongst ourselves. We must 
seek to understand what immigration should be and what it should not be. We must understand 
something of the fundamental nature of the American Republic; what it was, is, and can someday 
be. 

Our European Roots 

Despite the attacks on "Eurocentrism"by radicals in leftist-oriented colleges and 
universities, our country does have a European base. America has always been predominately 
European in its ethnic and cultural composition. It has always been European in its religious 
makeup. And even while rejecting the then-existing European, monarchial governmental forms, 
the founders knew well that the sources of such fundamentally American notions as 
individualism, the rule of law, equality before the law, free enterprise, private property, political 
liberty, and limited government, to mention only a few, are derived from systems of 
philosophical and political thought that are uniquely European -- that are indeed the crowning 
glory of European man. 

These systems of thought spring forth from an astonishing synthesis of ideas that has no 
parallel in the world or in all of history outside of Europe and that hearkens back to the 
experiments in self-government in ancient Greece and Rome. Without its European foundation, 
America would not have a Constitution with its Bill of Rights, political liberty, individualism, 
the rule of law, or the concept of limited government. It is, therefore, to our European ancestors 
-- and most particularly those from the British Isles -that Americans of all races and ethnic 
backgrounds owe a debt of gratitude for the freedoms that have blessed this land for over 200 
years. 

Furthermore (and, again, despite "politically correct" ideological gibberish now taught in 
our schools), despotism has been the immutable law throughout the world and throughout the 
ages, with but one important exception. Only in Europe were the concepts of human freedom and 
individualism brought into being. Only in Europe were these concepts nurtured over a 
two-thousand year span of time, so that they might gradually grow and flower. It was not a 
chance occurrence. Rather, it was the culmination of the struggles of many men of great ability; 
the culmination of a vast, complex, cumulative series of philosophical, theological, and political 
works and ideas. 

Now, flour nation's way of life and form of government are derived from a European 
cultural inheritance common to the majority of Americans, their preservation is dependent on the 
continued existence of that same majority, a majority which shares a set of basic beliefs and 
values, and a common language, culture, and historical experience. An author of several works 
on the effects of immigration, Lawrence Auster, states: 

If in some experiment in mass migration 50 million Chinese exchanged places with 50 

million French -- and even if the Chinese learned the French language and 

immersed themselves in French culture -- the new society they formed would no 

longer be France in any recognizable sense. France, as we know it, would have 

ceased to exist. 

This brings to mind the specious theory of "multiculturalism" or "cultural pluralism" 
which claims to see special advantages in an American population in which a majority will come 
from widely diverse cultural backgrounds. This view directly contradicts what is manifestly 
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demonstrated by history. History clearly shows that nations, both ancient and modern, in which a 
majority of citizens share little except diversity, suffer social tensions, upheavals, and chaos that 
can be mitigated only by recourse to tyranny, such as that which rose to obliterate the Roman 
Republic. The brilliant essayist, Samuel Francis, put it succinctly: 

The late Roman Empire, the Byzantine Empire, the Ottoman Empire, and the dominions 

of the Habsburgs and the Romanovs, among others, all presided over a kind of 

rainbow coalition of nations and peoples, who for the most part managed to live 

happily because their secret compulsions to spill each other's blood were 

restrained by the overwhelming power of the despots and dynasties who ruled 

them. Political freedom relies on a shared political culture ... and when the 

common culture disintegrates under the impact of mass migrations, only 

institutionalized force can hold the regime together. 

Alexander Hamilton, who helped found this country, emphasized his belief in the 
necessity for a common cultural base for America when he wrote these words: 

The safety of a republic depends on the energy of a common national sentiment; on a 

uniformity of principles and habits; on the exemption of the citizens from foreign 

bias... and on that love of country which will always invariably be found to be 

closely connected with birth, education, and family. 

LBJ Opens the Floodgate 

If mass migrations from the most diverse areas of the world are a potential threat to 
American freedom, it is no surprise that the man most responsible for present policy was that 
wiliest of big government politicians, Lyndon B. Johnson. He was, one might say, the Caracalla 
of the 20th Century, and in more ways than one. His Immigration Reform Act of 1965 was a 
dramatic break with the past. In signing that act, he deliberately ignored all considerations based 
on the desirability of maintaining the existing, predominately European, makeup of the country. 
Such matters as the ability of immigrants successfully to assimilate into the American 
mainstream, to comprehend American laws and customs, and the enormous problems likely to 
arise from an increase in crime, poverty, disease, and ethnic conflicts were ridiculed. 

All of this was done with deceptive statistics and many glib but empty assurances from 
the liberal mass media and from politicians. Whereas previously, immigrants from the Third 
World were allowed to enter the country only in small numbers, the 1965 law opened a 
floodgate. Throughout the "70s and '80s, ever larger numbers of Third World immigrants poured 
into the country. 

We cannot doubt that many, or even most, of these refugees from Third World poverty 
sincerely desire to improve their economic status. We do not doubt the attractiveness to these 
people of the American system, even with today's distortions. We do not doubt the commercial 
acumen of many of these immigrants. We do not doubt that, regardless of their country of origin, 
most immigrants are law-abiding. 

Nonetheless, many have little notion of the cultural and religious sensitivities of the 
American majority. Significant numbers now view themselves as members of new "minority 
groups." Many attempt through organized efforts to use the American court system and the 
renowned pusillanimity of big-government politicians to attack American religious and cultural 
traditions. 

For example, certain public expressions of religious piety and the public display of 
traditional religious symbols have been banned by some courts as "offensive" to new citizens of 
Muslim, Hindu, and Buddhist backgrounds. Affirmative action laws are being used on behalf of 
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freshly-arrived ethnic groups to enforce "racial balance" in places of employment and to extend 
special privileges that are not enjoyed by the American majority. Public welfare and other 
tax-supported services are being utilized by these immigrants to the maximum extent possible. 

It is one thing to acquire the capability to use shrewd legal maneuvering and the 
peculiarities of our Constitution and laws to carve out comfortable places for themselves and to 
make their adopted country resemble more closely the land they abandoned. It is quite another to 
absorb two hundred years of American history and to grasp the subtleties and nuances of 
traditional American life. 

After the fall of the republic, the Roman way of life was affected in similar fashion. 
Historian W. E. H. Lecky observes that the population of Rome "became an amorphous, 
heterogeneous mass, in which all nations, customs, languages ... all degrees of virtue and vice, of 
refinement and barbarism, of scepticism and credulity, intermingled and interacted." Rome 
became "a ceaseless concourse of strangers" that would have been utterly unrecognizable to 
previous generations of Romans. 


Americans are paying dearly for the irresponsibility of the liberal politicians who engineered 
the immigration "reform" of 1965 which allows a million people, almost entirely from the Third 
World, legally to immigrate to the U.S. every year. As if this were not enough, new horrors are 
descending on Americans because of tremendous waves of illegal immigration (two million 
people per annum, by some estimates) -- also the result of the singular foolishness and 
selfishness of big-government socialists in Washington. In the September 12, 1988 issue of THE 
NEW AMERICAN, William F. Jasper writes: 

A visible effect of our uncontrolled immigration is what is increasingly referred to as the 

"Third World colonization" of the United States. Large sections of major U.S. 

cities now resemble Mexico City, San Salvador, Bombay, and Calcutta -- with 

tens of thousands of people living in cardboard and tin shanties, or sleeping in the 

streets. California, which has been hard hit by the recent immigration waves, has 

been christened by Time magazine as our first "Third World state." Many of our 

small towns and rural areas have also been severely impacted. 

Jasper points to the shocking crime statistics that accompany this invasion of the U.S. It 
costs California taxpayers hundreds of millions of dollars per year to incarcerate illegal aliens 
convicted of criminal activities. Four hundred illegal aliens are added each month to the 
California prison system. Illegal aliens account for 90 percent of narcotics traffic in Santa Aria, 
California. They are involved in one-third of the rapes and one-quarter of the burglaries in San 
Diego County, California. They commit half of the homicides in Orange County, California. One 
must keep in mind that Jasper's figures are now three years old and that the situation is now 
measurably worse. 

The Los Angeles Times for October 7, 1991 relates a story about a city that was once 
peaceful and beautiful but that is now overrun by illegal aliens: 

At night, bullets fly through the air in the Santa Ana [California] neighborhood 

surrounding Willard Intermediate School. Dealers lean out of car windows, 

hawking their wares. Gang members lay claim to street corners. It's an everyday, 

common sight. 

Such chaos obviously gives government a cover for enlarging bureaucracy and grabbing 
more power, just as rising crime rates provide it with a plausible rationale for a myriad of new 
government restrictions, all aimed primarily at honest citizens. 

To the delight of liberals, many aliens have organized themselves into pressure groups to 
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agitate for additional "rights," protections, and public largesse. Some are demanding a "return" of 
the entire Southwestern United States to Mexico. They refer to the U.S. possession of the States 
of California, Texas, Arizona, New Mexico, and Nevada as a "brutal gringo occupation," as 
harsh as Adolf Hitler's occupation of Poland. Such insane diatribes may sound too fantastic to 
take seriously. But what will the situation be in 25 years, assuming that the current invasion 
continues unabated? 

Results of Unrealistic Policies 

Since the passage of the Immigration Act of 1965 and the huge increase in the past 20 
years in illegal immigration, Americans, particularly those in urban areas, have seen changes in 
their neighborhoods and communities that would have defied the imagination 30 or 40 years ago. 
Crime, gang warfare, random shootings, attacks on police, rioting, and ethnic conflict are 
ubiquitous. Communicable diseases that have never existed (or have not existed for centuries) in 
Western Europe and North America have suddenly appeared in our midst. Laws, customs, and 
mores of centuries-long standing have been successfully undermined. Taxpayers are subjected to 
massive new burdens as welfare agencies and school systems are overwhelmed. 
"Multiculturalism" has not enriched or improved the American way of life anymore than it did in 
old Rome. Rather, it is an attack on our way of life. 

It is clear that the many crises produced by drastic changes in immigration policy have 
provided big government with new excuses for the further expansion of bureaucratic power. It is 
also clear that the liberal establishment hopes that a society that lacks any social cohesion and 
which lacks a religious and cultural heritage rooted in freedom will be their principal assurance 
of continued and growing power. 

Romans finally and irretrievably lost authority over their own destiny when they became 
"citizens of the world" and were yoked together with millions who knew nothing of their history 
or values and cared nothing for their traditions. Americans are being pushed down the same path. 
A rootless, multi-cultural America that has become a cacophony of every nation and ethnic 
group on earth will not be the America that we know, or that our parents and grandparents knew, 
but a wretched, dilapidated way station on the road to one-world dictatorship. 

Learning from History 

It took several hundred years for the Roman Republic to degenerate into a swollen, 
absolutist, proto-socialistic monstrosity. The abyss into which the Roman Republic stepped and 
the long road that led to that abyss along with all of the mistakes and miscalculations, all of the 
treason and folly, was carefully recorded by the great historians and statesmen of that time. Thus, 
we have an advantage that the Romans did not enjoy. We have the lessons of the past from 
which we may draw. 

One of the most important characteristics that divides the true conservative mind from 
that of the liberal is that conservatives are able to learn from the past and to apply what they 
learn to the working-out of the future. Liberals, by way of contrast, stand in a chronological 
"isolation booth" in which they, by their own volition, become deaf and blind to both the past 
and the future. This explains, in part, the liberal's eagerness to embrace without the least anxiety 
the failed nostrums and idiotic blunders of old. 

In considering big-government liberalism, one cannot ignore, also, the phenomenon of 
the totalitarian mind, which sees individual human beings as laboratory rats, as research 
specimens, to be sacrificed, if need be, in the drive to create an earthly utopia. 

The dismantling of the American Republic is not yet complete, but time is short. The 
American people, if they recognize immediately the true face and intent of big-government 
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socialism, and if they act at once to take control of their own destiny and that of their progeny, 
still have the means to save their country from the tragic calamities that befell ancient Rome. But 
this will never be accomplished in some safe, casual way. Those who love freedom and who love 
our great nation under God must be willing to take risks and make sacrifices if they really desire 
to achieve victory. If America is to rescue itself, its people must again recapture the meaning of 
the word "courage." For, as an ancient Roman poet wrote, "Courage conquers all things." 
WORTH REPEATING 

It is time for Americans -- Democratic Americans and Republican Americans -- to take 
their eyes off Russia and the October, 1917, revolution. It is wholly unlikely that we will go that 
route. We will continue to pay lip service to privately owned property and the profit-motive in 
place of the bayonet as an incentive to produce. But the control and the profits, if not the actual 
management of property will be gradually -- and stealthily -- taken from its owners and gathered 
into the hands of bureaucrats. For some time we will continue to call it American, but it will 
become a species of Naziism. 

In 1932 we thought the definition of the "New Deal" was the Democratic party platform 
of that year, one of the best ever written. But the most important political fact in the United 
States today is that the second or third New Deal is fundamentally fascist. Our attention is 
diverted at the front door by a permanent "emergency." We stick out our tongues and cry "down 
with the reds." This gives us a virtuous feeling of patriotism. But while we pay this riskless 
tribute to our historic past, socialism creeps upon us through the back door unawares. 

-- SAMUEL B. PETTENGILL (1940) 
Member of Congress, 1931-38 


The Constitution of the United States has disappeared. The sooner the news is spread and 
an appropriate alarm is sounded, the better the chance for the recovery of our constitutional 
government. 

But meanwhile, of course, the empty forms of our constitutional procedure will be 
respected and appropriately venerated .... 

Many of the continuing and most ambitious commitments of the Presidential office, both 
to the American people and to the people of the world, have been built up through recent years 
with a palpable disregard for constitutional prohibitions. This being so, any resemblance between 
what our Presidents do and what they have sworn to do is purely coincidental. 

The President's office is not the only offender against constitutional commandments. 
Congress and the federal courts are equally guilty and this in spite of the fact that, like the 
President, every congressman and every federal judge, as a condition of admission to his high 
office, has sworn to preserve and obey the Constitution of the United States. 

When you read the Constitution you will find that it is filled with expressed and implied 
prohibitions, interdictions and restrictions upon governmental action. Quite obviously, therefore, 
the Constitution was constructed to limit, divide and distribute the always dangerous but 
nevertheless necessary powers of government, and to keep that division and distribution in effect 
for all time .... 

[The Conservative American] does not believe that our Constitution is lost. On the 
contrary, he is convinced that it is being deliberately concealed by public officials who are 
betraying their public trust. He wants to vote for candidates who pledge themselves to bring the 
Constitution out of hiding and restore it to the government of the United States. 

-- CLARENCE E. MANION (1966) 
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Former Dean of Nortre Dame 
Law School 


We must oppose secrecy with openhandedness. We must publish to the world our beliefs, 
our purposes, and our methods as fully as the collectivists conceal and disguise their own. We 
must oppose conspiracy, not with counter conspiracy, but with exposure, justice, and education. 
We must oppose falsehoods with truth; blasphemy with reverence; foul means with good means; 
immorality and amorality with more spiritual faith and dedication; rootlessness and chaos with 
tradition and stability; relativity with absolutes; pragmatism with deeper purposes; hedonism 
with a more responsible pursuit of happiness; cruelty with compassion; and hatred with love. 

-- ROBERT WELCH (1964) 
IN LIGHT OF THE PAST The 
Potemkin Factor 

In 1787 Catherine the Great, then ruler of Russia, sailed down the Dniepr, attended by a 
multitude of princes and foreign dignitaries. To make the best possible impression, Prince 
Grigori Aleksandrovich Potemkin, who was in charge of the journey, arranged for massive 
crowds of prosperous-looking peasants to appear along the way. He built villages, moved vast 
herds of cattle and sheep -- all to suggest a land of milk and honey. But in reality the vast crowds 
were slaves brought against their will and the villages were merely painted boards, propped by 
planks. 

These sham-constructions later came to be know as "Potemkin villages." They became so 
famous, and were thought so useful to despotism, that after Russia fell to Lenin, the communists 
built their own "Potemkin villages." They also built "Potemkin" farms, schools, and factories. 
These were used to fool important visitors from abroad. One such visitor was the playwright 
George Bernard Shaw, whose trip to Russia coincided with a famine that claimed 11 million 
lives. Duped by his communist hosts, Shaw later laughed at the idea of famine in Russia, saying 
he hadn't seen "a single under-nourished person" in the whole country. 

Shaw wasn't the only Westerner willing to be deceived. In those days self-deception with 
regard to the Soviet Union had become quite fashionable, especially among Western 
intellectuals. So the communists were able to perform tricks which otherwise would never have 
worked. For example., they wrote a "Potemkin" constitution, put on "Potemkin" trials, and held 
"Potemkin" elections. Since communism was such a horrible system, Potemkinism became 
increasingly useful. 

"Potemkin" Revolution 

In keeping with this usefulness, the founder of the Soviet secret police, Felix 
Dzerzhinsky, even started a "Potemkin" counter-revolution. Dzerzhinsky believed that if 
communist agents were able to organize and lead the anti-communist opposition in Russia, then 
saboteurs and foreign agents could be smoked out. Anti-communism in Russia would then be 
neutralized. When Dzerzhinsky brought his plan to Lenin, it was enthusiastically approved; and, 
in accordance with Bolshevik humor, they christened it "Operation Trust." 

In 1921 agents of the Trust established contact with a number of White Russian emigré 
leaders, winning their confidence. Russian communism, they said, would soon collapse. The 
Trust controlled the key positions in the Soviet government. Communism was already defeated -- 
and subverted -- from within. This was the disinformation that Dzerzhinsky wanted the 
anti-communists to swallow. And the anticommunists did indeed swallow everything. Marching 
in the vanguard of high hopes, the Trust rapidly gained prestige, money, and followers. The West 
was easily persuaded that the communist experiment had failed. But in reality, the communists 
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were laughing at everyone 

By 1926 Dzerzhinsky dissolved the Trust and pulled in his nets. Included in his 
mammoth catch were two White Russian generals and England's "ace of spies," Sidney Reilly. 
This was how the communists consolidated their position in Russia. 

In 1948 the Kremlin undertook another "Potemkin" counter-revolution, this time in 
Eastern Europe. A fake Polish "resistance" was created. The agents of this resistance blew up 
trains, bridges, and police stations. They assassinated communist officials. But all these acts 
were merely provocations. Then, in 1952, the communists pulled in their nets. Once again, it was 
a handsome catch. 

"Collapse" of Communism 

In 1956 Nikita Khrushchev put Leonid Brezhnev in charge of a special committee, the 
purpose of which was to bring Soviet strategy into the nuclear age. On this committee two men 
of genius stood out. The first was Marshal Sokolovsky, who devised a comprehensive military 
strategy, including plans for fighting and winning a thermonuclear war. The second was KGB 
General Nikolai Mironov, who conceived of the ultimate Potemkin strategy: Communism would 
feign its own collapse, a "Potemkin" collapse. 

And now, long after Mironov's death, we begin to see his craftsmanship unfold. We 
watch in awe as the sham edifice rises majestically, steadily. Here the mirage fascinates the eye. 
It is the seduction of a dream come true -- the most seductive illusion of all. And so we tell 
ourselves that nothing so wonderful and big could be a lie. But it is a lie; the biggest of big lies -- 
so vast, in fact, that it cannot rest on its own weight, and is only credible if proposed by various 
preparatory lies. For instance: The "Potemkin" withdrawal from Afghanistan; the "Potemkin" 
unification of Soviet occupied East Germany with West Germany; and the "Potemkin" 
liberalization of the satellite countries. 

The most spectacular preparatory trick of all, however, is the "Potemkin" coup, with its 
stolid row of grim-visaged hard-liners sitting like bowling pins before the cameras -- meant to be 
knocked down. 

Imagine the audacity of it: The first ever televised coup, in which the opposing factions 
are more eager to get at the cameras than they are to shoot one another. And then, only hours 
after the plotters have been arrested, we see Gorbachev arriving in Moscow, dressed in his 
summer casuals. He is welcomed by that courageous born-again democrat, Boris Yeltsin. And 
there at Yeltsin's side is former KGB General Eduard Shevardnadze -- a stalwart liberal if there 
ever was one. And look, there's that other liberal, KGB General Yakovlev, the man who blew the 
whistle on those awful Stalinists. 

But even more bizarre is the sudden limpness in so many Stalinist trigger-fingers. Nor 
has there ever been such cretinous ineptitude, not even in the worst coup-ridden holes of Africa. 
And finally there was that inexplicable loss of nerve. It's almost miraculous. 

Saint Mikhail Appears 

No. It is miraculous! Down from his plane descends that angel of liberty and capitalism, 
Mikhail S. Gorbachev. Not far from the airport, 17,000 KGB troops are quartered. Yet there he 
goes! Hours earlier, the chairman of the KGB and the minister of defense had revolted against 
him. Whole regiments had been mobilized. But Gorbachev isn't worried. Why? Because the 
"gang of eight" has. been arrested. That's right. All eight of them. 

So Gorbachev pokes his head up. After all, he's got to make the front page of Thursday's 
New York Times. An avid publicity-seeker simply can't wait for the corpses at the barricades to 
grow cold. He has to get at the cameras before those Western morons lose interest. But wouldn't 
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it be advisable to lie low? Absolutely not! The first priority is to appear on television. And so our 
courageous communist hero rushes straight to his press conference. Never mind that a full 
investigation into the extent of the plot has yet to be made. 

After two or three weeks of monopolizing the front pages, Gorbachev grants 
independence to the Baltic states. More surprisingly, the Communist Party is driven from power, 
its property confiscated and its offices closed. Behind the scenes, however, the communists have 
merely changed hats, moved across the street to new offices, and still hold all the cards. Soviet 
troops remain in the Baltics. The collapse is nothing but a trick. 

But why go to all the trouble? Aren't there simpler ways of fooling the West? Eighteen 
months ago a party hack named Nikolay Popov, writing in the March 1, 1989 issue of the 
Literaturnaya Gazeta, put the problem in the following terms: "[O]ur main task today ... is to 
divorce Stalinism from communism in the eyes of the world." In this context, says Popov, 
"glasnost is our parity, restructuring is our weapon, and destalinization is our main ammunition." 

In other words, communists need new facial paint. The old image is besplattered with the 
blood of too many innocent victims. Therefore it becomes necessary to divert blame away from 
communism and refocus it elsewhere. "In order to dissociate ourselves from Stalinism," explains 
Popov, "we shall need a court trial of Stalinism as a criminal system... as well as a trial of its 
main leaders." 

Stay tuned for the next exciting episode featuring the "Potemkin" trial of those Stalinist 
criminals. Watch the notorious "gang of eight" confess their sins. Watch them one by one accept 
the whole burden of communism's failure. Then cheer with the world as Stalinism disappears 
into the ashcan of history. 

Afterwards, thank your lucky stars for that new breed of communists -the "respectable" 
communists Yeltsin, Shevardnadze, Gorbachev, and Yakovlev. Our new heroes. Communist 
heroes. "Potemkin" heroes. 

-- J. R. NYQUIST 


Mr. Nyquist, a former educator, is a businessman in El Toro, California. 


Weapon of Dictators 

Journalist Alan Stang once observed, "One of the hallmarks of dictatorship is that its laws 
are deliberately vague. A dictator wants vague laws, in order to make obedience difficult so that 
he may call you guilty whenever he likes." A recent report by pro-gun lobbyist Neal Knox, head 
of the Firearms Coalition, detailed a revealing example of that principle. 

The crime bill that Congress enacted last year was reported from committee with a 
provision barring the domestic manufacture of any shotgun or semiautomatic rifle "identical" to 
any foreign-made gun which the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and Firearms (BATF) had 
prohibited from importation in 1989 on grounds that they are "not particularly suitable for 
sporting purposes." The 1968 Gun Control Act had prohibited the importation of firearms "not 
particularly suitable for sporting purposes," but the sole targets of that vaguely-worded 
classification were so-called "Saturday Night Special" handguns. 

An amendment to the 1990 crime bill, offered by Representative Jolene Unsoeld 
(D-WA), limited the committee prohibition to domestically-manufactured semiautomatic rifles 
and shotguns assembled "from imported parts." It allows assembly with domestic parts. 

But under proposed new regulations published in the Federal Register on August 19th, 
the law's wording would be twisted (and the intent of the Unsoeld Amendment circumvented) by 
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prohibiting anyone from modifying any legally-imported semiautomatic rifle or shotgun (by, for 
instance, installing a different forearm or magazine) if the BATF wouldn't have allowed the 
company to import a similarly modified firearm. 

An individual would also violate the law by installing any imported stock, magazine, or 
any two of 22 major or minor parts, on a domestically-produced shotgun or semiautomatic rifle if 
the BATF would not have allowed importation of an equivalent gun under the vague "sporting 
suitability" standard. 

Neal Knox notes that "Congress never specifically gave BATF the power to restrict 
importation of military-style dries. They [BATF] simply took it .... "But he claims that BATF 
may, in a sense, be doing gun owners a service of sorts by "proving that vague and imprecise 
terms like 'assault weapon' and 'Saturday Night Special' always will be interpreted to give BATF 
the broadest possible powers." Indeed, the House version of this year's crime bill (which is larded 
with anti-gun provisions) is "full of vague wording far less precise than last year's seemingly 
specific [Unsoeld] prohibition." 

There is still time to protest the BATF's move to expand its extralegal gun ban. Public 
comments will be accepted until November 18th. Write Chief, Firearms and Explosives 
Operations Branch, BATF, P.O. Box 50239, Washington, DC 20091. Attention: Notice No. 723. 

Knox suggests that copies be sent to senators and representatives, along with the 
suggestion that $1 million of BATF's next appropriation "be earmarked so it could be spent 
solely for purchase of dictionaries." 

Guns for Felons 

Federal law bars felons from owning guns, but the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco and 
Firearms is allowed to grant exemptions. Between 1985 and 1990, some 2,300 felons were given 
permission to own guns after leaving prison. It is estimated that about one-half of the former 
felons who apply are granted exemptions. 

Properly administered, this policy is sound, since many felony crimes do not involve 
violence or the misuse of guns for criminal purposes. Shoplifting, for instance, qualifies as a 
felony if the price of the pilfered merchandise is sufficiently high, but that alone should not 
forever deprive a citizen of his or her Second Amendment guarantee. 

The problem, however, is that gun rights have been restored to such convicted felons as a 
drug runner, a person convicted of shipping explosives to Libya, and a habitual sex offender 
convicted of aggravated assault. Such examples have sparked demands for abolition of the 
exceptions policy. It should be retained, but should be administered in the way that denies guns 
to felons convicted of violent and violence-promoting crimes. 

Florida Waiting Period 

On October Ist, Florida became the first state with a constitutionally-mandated waiting 
period for handgun purchases. According to Tallahassee prosecutor Willie Meggs, the three-day 
wait could conceivably "save a few people in our state, maybe a husband who gets into a scrape 
with his wife and decides, 'I'm going to get a gun."" But he acknowledges, "It's not going to have 
any impact at all on street crime." Yet, it is street crime that is plaguing the Sunshine State. 
Miami had the highest violent crime rate in the nation during 1990 (4,353 incidents per 100,000 
population). 

Rebutting Gun Myths 

Florida State University criminologist Gary Kleck, in his recent book Point Bank: Guns 
and Violence in America, cites impressive research data to rebut a number of anti-gun myths. 
For instance, it is often claimed that carrying a gun increases, rather than decreases, the prospects 
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that a person will be injured if he or she becomes a crime victim. To the contrary, Dr. Kleck 
reports, citizens "who use guns for serf protection in robberies and assaults are less likely to have 
the crime completed against them, and, contrary to widespread belief, are less likely to be injured 
compared to either victims who use other forms of resistance or to victims who do nothing to 
resist." 

Gun control lobbyists have for years targeted cheap, inexpensive, small-calibre "Saturday 
Night Specials" (SNSs) as major factors in crime, but Kleck notes that such guns are not the 
average criminal's weapon of choice. About 20 percent of crime handguns are SNSs, which is 
roughly their ratio to all handguns in the United States. Kleck speculates that most SNSs, rather 
than being "owned or used for criminal purposes," are "probably owned by poor people for 
protection." 

-- ROBERT W. LEE 
ECONOMICS Consequences of Soviet 
Aid 

Although the West has always assisted the Soviet Union while ostensibly opposing it, we 
now appear ready to provide massive aid overtly. A headline in the September 16th New York 
Times, "U.S. Weighs Aid to the Soviet Military," shows how open our policy of propping up the 
Soviet regime has become. 

In the case of Poland and other Eastern Bloc nations, old Communist Party officials 
remain firmly entrenched in the bureaucracy and appear to be still very much in control. These 
countries may have given up (at least for the time being) militant communism, but they still 
practice socialism. In Poland, for instance, 80 percent of the enterprises are owned and controlled 
by the state. Aid to Poland, given for the stated purpose of assisting free enterprise and 
"democracy," has thus had the practical effect of strengthening the socialist system. 

Yet, in spite of the reasons why aid should not be provided, it now appears likely that the 
U.S. will openly assist not only Eastern Europe, but the Soviet Union itself. Washington appears 
worded that the USSR may break up into quarreling factions. If we understand the present 
Establishment propaganda correctly, it would be far worse to allow the breakup of the Soviet 
Union than to keep the communists ("democratic reformers") in power. 

It's Tough All Over 

Providing the Soviet Union massive amounts of aid will do more than prop up the Soviet 
system; it will also weaken the Western countries that provide the aid. The West on the whole 
has little money to waste on the Soviets. Although weak loan demand in the U.S. has created 
some room in credit markets, recent data shows that U.S. government borrowing has more than 
replaced the drop in private demand. Consequently, the total debt burden has not been reduced. 
That puts the economy in the unfortunate position of having endured a recession without getting 
the benefit of an improved balance sheet. 

For quite some time, the U.S. has had to import the savings of the Japanese and Germans 
because our savings have not been sufficient for economic growth. But Japanese capital is 
increasingly remaining at home because of that country's economic troubles. 

Germany's Predicament 

Now fully occupied with a buyout of East Germany (while at the same time bankrolling 
the Soviet forces stationed on East German soil), German capital markets are also showing the 
strain. Not only did the Deutsch Mark take a nasty spill of 25 percent against the dollar last 
spring, German short-term interest rates are about 4 percent above U.S rates and the yield curve 
is inverted -- that is, short-term rates are higher than long-term rates. Such an inversion is a sign 
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of acute distress. 

The Bundesbank has decided to fund unification by borrowing money rather than by 
creating it, thereby debasing the currency. Germany's decision may be a wise move in the long 
run, but it means that the U.S. cannot rely on large credit transfusions from Germany either. 

Germany's experience with unification is instructive. Although East Germany was 
considered the "best" of the Warsaw Pact nations, its manufacturing output (according to the 
Economist) fell 40 percent by July 1990 and another 40 percent over the next 10 months. More 
than half of East Germany's GNP is now aid. Borrowing has caused the German budget to sink 
into a big deficit (5 percent of GNP); just two years ago the budget was in the black. 

Soviet Default 

The Soviet Union owes Western banks about $70 billion. By far the biggest creditor is 
Germany. Soviet debt is now changing hands at about 50 cents on the dollar and an eventual 
Soviet default is now growing more likely. 

The German currency and interest rate gyrations are a severe capital market reaction to 
the absorption of 17 million Germans, who at least have the same culture and history as their 
counterparts in the West. The Soviet Union, on the other hand, has between 280 million to 300 
million people comprising 120 different nationalities, many of whom hate each other. How much 
will it cost the West to support all of those hungry people if there is an economic collapse? 

There is a finite amount of capital in the world. There are other nations besides the USSR 
in need. Credit extended by European nations to the Soviets means money not available for other 
markets and other nations, including our own. 

According to Barron's (October 21, 1991 issue), the gross federal deficit is slightly over 
$423 billion for the past year. Federal borrowing requirements are expected to rise by 40 percent 
over the next two years. Moreover, if the recession ends, private borrowing will rise in 
competition with the credit demands of our government and other governments. Add to these 
credit demands the additional pressure of massive Soviet borrowing, and higher interest rates 
become a real possibility. 

The federal deficit is financed by borrowing existing money or by creating new money 
out of thin air. If the money needed for aid to the Soviet Union is borrowed from the credit 
markets, there will be less available for other borrowers, causing upward pressure on interest 
rates. On the other hand, if this money is created out of thin air through the Federal Reserve 
system, the value of each dollar in circulation is reduced, causing upward pressure on prices. 
Thus, for the privilege of "rescuing" the Soviet system we will be undermining our own 
economy. 

-- NELAND D. NOBEL 


Mr. Nobel is a financial consultant and television commentator in Phoenix. 


Adrian Day offers this view of the economy in the October issue of Investment Analyst: 
"It's beginning to look like deflation. Despite eight cuts in the federal funds interest rate over the 
past year, the economy remains stubbornly weak. It's doubtful whether the economy will respond 
to the latest cut in the discount rate either. Banks refuse to lend. And consumers, already maxed 
but with credit, are not willing to take on more. Money is simply not getting into the real 
economy." As a result, Day strongly recommends global bonds. (824 E. Baltimore Street, 
Baltimore, MD 21202-4799, $87) 

Harry D. Schultz, in the September-October HSL, maintains his position that the U.S. 
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will experience both a deflationary depression and an explosion of inflation in the near future. 
First will come the deflationary depression, which is beginning to occur now, and will cause a 
major squeeze on the money supply. Then, "a desperate government reversal of gears to turn on 
the money faucets full blast, resulting in a relative runaway inflation." In order to survive, you 
will need to switch "currencies at critical turning points, by switching in/out of 
bonds/stocks/metals/biz investments at pivotal times." (FERC, Box 622, CH-1001 Lausanne, 
Switzerland, $275) 

Dan Rosenthal discusses the silver market, currently at a 46-year low, in the September 
24th issue of Silver& Gold Report. With silver hovering around $4 an ounce, most market 
analysts "are acclimated to surpluses." However, these surpluses have encouraged consumption, 
and as a result, "in 1989, we saw the first silver shortfall in 10 years ... only about 7 million 
ounces ... [but] last year the shortfall tripled to a more substantial 25 million ounces. And we 
now estimate that the upcoming 1991 shortfall should hit at least 32 million ounces and possibly 
as much as 100 million ounces of silver. That certainly holds hope for silver investors." (Box 
2923, West Palm Beach, FL 33402, $156) 

R.E. McMaster gives a resounding buy signal for the commodity futures market in the 
September 25th issue of The Reaper. "Cambridge Energy Resource Associates reports that the 
price of gasoline at the pump adjusted for inflation has sagged to its lowest level since 1947. 
Wheat stockpiles are forecast to shrink to their second-lowest level since the mid-1970s. Corn 
stockpiles are forecast to be the lowest they've been since 1983, perhaps since 1976. Soviet grain 
production is the lowest it's been in seven-ten years. World coarse grain reserves are the lowest 
since 1974 .... "And the list goes on. (Box 84901, Phoenix, AZ 85071, $195) 

William Donoghue, in the October Moneyletter, expresses his astonishment that people 
are paying a 70 percent commission on first-year premiums for life insurance. Donoghue offers a 
way to cut down on policy prices -- "the low-load (and sometimes no-load) policy. As with 
counterparts in the mutual fund industry, low-load life insurance comes with few or no sales 
fees. You buy the policy directly from your insurance carrier, not an agent or insurance broker." 
The most common policy for sale as a low-load is term life insurance, and you should shop 
around to get the best price for the policy you want. (Box 8008, Holliston, MA 01746, $109) 

Hans Black, in the October 4th issue of Interinvest Review and Outlook, foresees a 
continuing downward trend in interest rates. As a result, domestic fixed income positions in 
maturities of three years or less are recommended. "For international investors, we continue to 
like Australian bonds (unhedged) as even with falling rates and central bank intervention against 
the Australian dollar, the currency continues to show excellent relative strength. (84 State Street, 
7th Floor, Boston, MA 02109, $125) 

Richard C. Young warns in the October issue of Intelligence Report that "the weak 
economy will not get into gear until the Fed cuts the discount rate and the banking industry 
initiates a new round of cuts in the prime rate." Expecting cuts in the prime and discount rates, 
Young says that "these developments will allow an overvalued stock market to be buoyed and 
perhaps even make additional advances in the final months of 1991." On top of that, employment 
is continuing to rise and "auto sales at the nation's big retailers are weak heading into fall." (7811 
Montrose Road, Potomac, MD 20854, $177) 

Gary Scott, in the October 1st World Reports, encourages investors to head north for 
extra diversification. Canadian stock brokers provide services very similar to that found in the 
United States, but with several additional benefits. Canadian brokers offer a different viewpoint, 
something that can be very useful. You also receive added privacy because, "by simply crossing 
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the border, you stop the easy access to your accounts and assets that is so routine in the U.S." 
Finally, working with Canadian brokers gives you convenient access to foreign accounts, as well 
as stability in the form of diversification. (3106 Tamiami Trail, Naples, FL 33940) 

Murray N. Rothbard takes on the case of "The Mysterious Fed" in the October issue of 
The Free Market. Now that Alan Greenspan has been reappointed as chairman of the Fed, he is 
considered to be the "Indispensable Man." He has the personality "of a wet mackerel," yet is 
deeply loved by the financial world. Why? It all amounts to a con-game to keep the confidence 
of the American people as stable as possible. "The mystery and the confidence trick of the Fed 
rests on its function: which is that of a banking cartel organized and enforced by the federal 
government in the form of the Fed. The Fed continually enters the 'open market' to buy 
government securities. With what does the Fed pay for those bonds? With nothing, simply with 
checking accounts created out of thin air." (Ludwig von Mises Institute, Auburn, Alabama 
36849-5301) 

-- W. W. "CHIP" WOOD 
THE LAW Analyzing 
the Process 

The Clarence Thomas controversy is not quite over. Some senators may now insist on a 
serious and independent investigation of the leaks of information from the Judiciary Committee 
and perhaps of the origin of Anita Hill's accusations against Thomas. Even before Thomas was 
confirmed by the Senate, William Safire, in his New York Times column of October 14th, 
charged that liberal activists induced Professor Hill to make the charges against Thomas on the 
expectation that he would withdraw rather than publicly dispute them, and that Hill's name 
would not be disclosed, not even to Thomas, as the source of the accusations. 

The subsequent leak to the media required Hill to back up the charges in public. When 
Senator Arlen Specter (R-PA) asked Hill if anyone had told her of a plan to use her statement to 
force Thomas to withdraw, Hill, according to Safire, "lied, and lied again, and lied a third time." 
During the lunch break after her denials, Hill, in Safire's words, "was urgently advised that this 
part of her testimony was more readily checkable than her decade-old story about harassment, 
and that the people who drew her into this public mess might not want to perjure themselves to 
support her denial." 

In the afternoon session, Hill changed her story, leading Senator Specter to charge that 
her morning testimony was "fiat out perjury" and that Hill recanted on the same day only to 
avoid prosecution. 

It is unlikely, however, that anyone will be prosecuted for the unauthorized leaks from 
the committee or on other charges; such leaks do not appear to be covered by criminal sanctions. 

Procedural Changes 

The Thomas matter, however, almost certainly will lead to procedural changes to speed 
up the confirmation process and to prevent unauthorized leaks of confidential material. The 
problem, though, is not simply one of process. 

The Constitution provides no specific guidance on the criteria for nomination to a federal 
judgeship. However, it is proper for the President and Senate to consider a nominee's philosophy 
as well as his technical qualifications. George Washington insisted that all ten of his nominees to 
the Supreme Court be proponents of the Federalist philosophy. The practice has continued 
because it is sound. Professor Joseph P. Harris has noted that "it is entirely appropriate for the 
Senate, as well as the President, to consider the social and economic philosophy of persons 
nominated to the Supreme Court. With the changed functions of the Court, considerations of this 
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kind are more pertinent than the legal attainments and experience of nominees." The Senate had 
no right to extract from nominee Thomas any commitment as to his future votes on the Supreme 
Court. But the Senate had a right to inquire into his views on constitutional issues. 

Thomas Retreat 

The Anita Hill hearings distracted attention from the extent of Clarence Thomas's retreat, 
in his September hearings, from his published positions on abortion and other issues. Whoever 
coached Thomas for those hearings succeeded in saving him from the fate of Robert Bork. 

Judge Bork had a massive record of written scholarship and speeches. With a few 
exceptions and qualifications, Bork stood by that record in his appearances before the Senate 
Judiciary Committee. He candidly debated substantive issues with the senators. But by doing so, 
he also gave them the ammunition that they used to destroy his nomination. 

By contrast Thomas, or his handlers, played it cool. Thomas's publication file is slender, 
although it is prodigious compared to that of Justice David Souter. Yet, Thomas abandoned his 
positions when they threatened to become ammunition against him. 

In his early statements, Thomas had squarely endorsed the "higher law political 
philosophy of the Founding Fathers" as a tool for constitutional adjudication, saying that "higher 
law is the only alternative to the willfulness of both run-amok majorities and run-amok judges." 
In his Senate hearings, however, Thomas underwent a "confirmation conversion." He 
back-pedaled so much he almost fell out of the ring. "I don't see a role," he told the Judiciary 
Committee, "for the use of natural law in constitutional adjudication. My interest in exploring 
natural law and natural rights was purely in the context of political theory." "At no time," 
Thomas said at another point during the hearings, "did I feel nor do I feel now that natural law is 
anything more than the background to our Constitution. It is not a method of interpreting or a 
method of adjudicating in the constitutional law area." 

"Instead of explaining your view," Senator Howard Metzenbaum (ROH) understandably 
told Thomas, "you actually ran from them and disavowed them." 

It reflects less on Clarence Thomas than on his coaches that he passed up a priceless 
opportunity. Howard Phillips, founder of the New American Taxpayers' Party, put it accurately 
and concisely: 

In the course of five days on the witness stand, Clarence Thomas held his ground 

tactically on his refusal to answer certain questions. He held it strategically in 

terms of the posture and image of conciliation, humility, compassion, and 

moderation which he offered to the committee, but, unfortunately, he surrendered 

his ground substantively on a number of key points, ranging from the 

conformance of religious activity to public policy standards, to bilingual voting, 

to "stare decisis," to original intent. Most important, Clarence Thomas walked 

away from reasserting the higher law reality that our rights are a gift from God, 

and that our system of law and jurisprudence has as its basis and purpose the 

defense and furtherance of God's law. Notably, with respect to abortion, Judge 

Thomas explicitly repudiated his prior acknowledgment that the Constitution 

implicitly guarantees the right to life of the unborn child .... 

Politics of Abortion 

With the presidency in Republican hands for the foreseeable future, the Democrats' only 
control over the nomination of federal judges, including Supreme Court justices, is through the 
confirmation process in the solidly Democratic Senate. That process has been used primarily in 
recent years to obstruct the confirmation of nominees who betray any indication of hostility to 
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the proabortion, homosexual, and generally feminist agenda. 

Despite all the talk of judicial temperament, sexual harassment, and the nominee's 
character, the mainspring issue in the Thomas hearings was abortion. In his closing speech 
moments before the full Senate voted on the nomination, Senate majority leader George Mitchell 
(D-ME) devoted the major emphasis of his remarks, not to Anita Hill but to what he decried as 
"the politics of abortion." He attributed Thomas's evasion of questioning on that issue to his 
recognition that the American people support the right to abortion and that no Supreme Court 
nominee can be confirmed who openly opposes it. Mitchell made it clear that the main reason he 
was voting against Thomas was the prospect that he would solidify a Supreme Court majority 
hostile to Roe v. Wade. 

Clarence Thomas's courageous and compelling performance in the Anita Hill hearings 
made one regret that he had not been turned loose in the earlier hearings to confront his 
opponents on the real issues. We have to wait and see what Justice Thomas will do on the 
Supreme Court. But we have seen his strength and grace under pressure. And he can fight. 

As for the Senate, the concentration on "the process" cannot wish away the reality that 
the Thomas fight was a battle in a cultural -- and religious -- war. At issue is the nature of the 
human person and of human law. Is man merely matter, or is he made in the image and likeness 
of God, with an eternal destiny higher than that of the state? Does the State have the right to 
violate the natural law and the laws of God by authorizing the execution of the innocent, 
legitimizing homosexual activity, etc.? 

The Thomas hearings could have a good result in dramatizing the sordid and unprincipled 
character of the pro-abortion, feminist and homosexual activists. Perhaps it will awaken the 
American people. But don't count on it anytime soon. The real weakness in the system lies not in 
"the process," but with Americans who routinely reelect the likes of Kennedy, Metzenbaum, 
Leahy, Simon, and others. 

-- CHARLES E. RICE 


Dr. Rice is a professor at Notre Dame Law School. 


Recycling Myths 

Watch any television show, read any newspaper, look at any magazine, or go to any 
movie these days, and you can count on being persuaded subliminally or overtly that recycling 
waste is something that everyone should be doing all the time. It may seem like one of the more 
innocent forms of propaganda pushed by the media, but it is beginning to have negative 
consequences and costs for the consumer. 

A report by the National Center for Policy Analysis shows dearly that recycling has been 
oversold as an answer to America's garbage problems. "Studies show recycling itself has 
environmental side effects," says Lynn Scarlett, vice president for research at the Reason 
Foundation in Santa Monica, Calif. "I'm not opposed to recycling, but I think we need to put it in 
perspective." 

Ms. Scarlett's report arrived at the following conclusions, findings that would be 
shocking to Americans bombarded with environmental media messages: 

* Recycling doesn't save trees: Most trees used to make paper are harvested explicitly for 
that purpose, so recycling only means fewer trees will be planted and grown for paper 
production. 

¢ The nation isn't running out of landfill space: Travel around this country and you'll soon 
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see that there is plenty of room for landfills. Government environmental requirements and 
aesthetic concerns are the major limitations. 

* Disposable diapers are not necessarily more harmful to the environment than cloth 
diapers: Studies that take into account the amount of water and energy used and pollution caused 
by reusing products show that disposable products often result in less environmental impact. 

¢ Plastic products often have less environmental impact than nonplastics. 

* Biodegradable products can be bigger threats to the environment than nonbiodegradable 
products. 

"The fads of the moment and the over-simplification by special interests have created 
numerous myths about solid waste," says Scarlett. "Even schoolchildren are being told things 
that just aren't true. And most actions by states and cities to ban or restrict consumer products are 
focused on the trivial." 

God and Gannett 

A station manager for a network affiliate in Minneapolis-St. Paul has left her job after 
being pilloried for her religious beliefs. Linda Rios Brook of KARE, a Gannett-owned NBC 
station, resigned after a local "alternative paper" published an article critical of her evangelical 
speeches at local conferences. 

Soviets in Vietnam 

The Kremlin now admits that thou sands of Soviet troops were sent to Vietnam during 
U.S. involvement there. In fact, the Tass news agency reports that Soviet soldiers shot down the 
first U.S. planes lost in Vietnam in 1965. With all the coverage of the Vietnam conflict, where 
was the U.S. media on that story 25 years ago? 

Arnett's Journalism 

Pat Buchanan asked CNN's Peter Arnett what he would have done if, while in Baghdad 
during the Gulf conflict, he had found out information that could have saved many American 
lives. Would he have relayed the information to American authorities? "No. I wouldn't have done 
that," Arnett replied. "I'm not a spy." 

Buchanan asked the same question in a different way. "I wouldn't have transmitted that 
information," Arnett restated. "I was in Baghdad because I was a correspondent for CNN, which 
has no political affiliations with the U.S. government, thank goodness." 

"Your allegiance to CNN comes before your allegiance to the United States?" Buchanan 
then asked. 

"In terms of journalistic matters, yes," Amett responded. 

Left-Overs 

¢ The Urban Spectrum, a paper targeted at minorities in the Denver area, distributed 
50,000 AIDS awareness brochures and 10,000 condoms in its October issue. 

* Have you ever seen the media challenge efforts to develop and run state lotteries? "You 
cannot get anybody in the media to even be objective about the lottery, let alone critical," says 
the Rev. Gilbert Horn of the Colorado Council of Churches. "There are only stories about 
winners. There are no stories about the people who take bread off their table to buy these d--- 
tickets." 

¢ The National Lesbian and Gay Journalists Association is "off the ground" and starting a 
major membership drive, according to President Leroy Aarons, a former editor for the 
Washington Post and Oakland Tribune. 

* Lotridge Levin, an assistant professor of journalism at the University of Rhode Island, 
writes in a recent issue of the trade journal Editor & Publisher that daily newspaper editors 
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should pay more attention to the "alternative weeklies." She suggests that if daily newspaper 
staffers spent more time reading such papers, they would become more open and fair in their 
reporting. 

¢ Another conservative newspaper under fire: the Dearborn Times-Herald, a 
twice-weekly, is under attack for telling it like it is. One recent editorial stated: "Detroit is one 
big sewer with no place to overflow, except into the suburbs." 

* ABC reporter Diane Sawyer served as master of ceremonies for Norman Lear's 
Environmental Media Awards in Hollywood. 

* Elliot Negin, formerly an editor for National Public Radio, the disarmament-oriented 
Nuclear Times, and Ralph Nader's Citizen magazine, is the new media watchdog running the 
Washington Journalism Review. 

* Consider this headline from a recent Los Angeles Times story: "Is it worth the cost? 
Some ask if we should spend so much time, money prolonging the lives of dying children." 
Nahhh, we'd be better off saving the snail darter, of course. 

-- JOSEPH FARAH 

The Fate of KAL 007 

ITEM: Just before dawn, September 1, 1983, a Soviet SU-15 fired on and hit a Korean Air 
Lines Boeing 747 (KAL Flight 007) that had just flown over Sakhalin Island. The huge airliner, 
which was far off the route it should have followed on its scheduled flight from Anchorage to 
Seoul, carried 269 passengers and crew, including 61 Americans. The most widely accepted view 
of the tragedy is that the airliner was blown out of the skies, after which it plummeted into the 
Sea of Japan, killing everybody on board. 

CORRECTION: That KAL 007 was off course and was hit by at least one Soviet missile is 
undisputed. However, the evidence does not support the view that the airliner was obliterated by 
the missile attack or that it fell out-of-control into the sea. On the contrary, the evidence suggests 
that the KAL pilots had control of the airliner for at least 12 minutes after the attack and could 
have used that time to attempt a landing. 

Reader's Digest Revision 

Reader's Digest, which published an article in January 1984 claiming that KAL 007 
"spun uncontrollably downward" following the missile attack, has just published an article with a 
very different point of view in its November 1991 issue. The latter article, entitled "KAL 007: 
The Hidden Story," was written by John Barton, a Digest roving editor. 

Barron points out that last winter Izvestia the Soviet government daily, published a series 
of revelations about KAL 007 that contradicted the official Soviet view. "It so startled U.S. 
intelligence experts," he says, "that they were forced to reassess their data on KAL 007." 

For instance, Izvestia claimed that the Soviets had located the wreckage of KAL 007 but 
that their "divers found practically no human bodies or remains." Barron doesn't question 
whether or not KAL 007 actually went down at sea, but he does observe that Izvestia's report of 
"practically no human bodies or remains" held "ominous implications" for intelligence analysts. 
When an Air India 747 went down over the Atlantic in 1985, searchers recovered 131 bodies. 
Why weren't more remains found in the case of KAL 007? 

Barron also points out that the missile attack could not have destroyed the airliner since 
Tokyo air controllers heard this faint transmission from KAL 007 after the attack: "Rapid 
[de]compression. Descending to one zero thousand [10,000 feet]." He concludes, "The Korean 
pilots were doing exactly what pilots are supposed to do when a plane loses cabin pressure -- 
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drop to a lower altitude where passengers can breathe." 

Moreover, Barron cites radar trackings indicating that KAL 007 did not plummet 
out-of-control into the sea. "Had the 747 blown up or disintegrated," he argues, "it would have 
crashed into the ocean in less than three minutes. But reevaluation of radar records, some long 
ignored, shows that, although the 747 was damaged, its pilots had control of the plane for at least 
12 minutes." 

According to the figures cited by Barron, KAL 007 dropped from 35,000 feet to 16,400 
feet during the first five minutes following the attack (for an average rate of descent of 3,720 feet 
per minute). It dropped to 5,000 feet during the next four minutes (2,850 feet per minute), and 
then to 1,000 feet during the next three minutes (1,333 feet per minute), after which it was too 
low to be visible to radar. 

The time aloft, plus the decrease in the rate of descent to less than half the original 
descent rate, indicate that the pilots were still in control of their aircraft. Barron says that this 
evidence "strongly suggests that the pilots could have attempted a landing at sea, some | 1/2 
miles off Moneron Island." They could have, of course. But presumably they could also have 
tried to reach one of the airstrips on nearby Sakhalin Island. 

Barron also reports that shortly after KAL 007 disappeared off radar screens, Soviet 
military posts on Sakhalin "were advising Moscow that... some of the passengers were 
Americans." But how could the Soviets have known: "Had Soviet searchers found bodies bearing 
U.S. identification -- or even survivors?" 

Additional Evidence 

John Barron's article was not the first to cite evidence indicating that the pilots of KAL 
007 were able to control the aircraft after the missile attack. In its August 29, 1988 and 
September 10, 1991 issues, THE NEW AMERICAN published two journal-length articles by 
Robert W. Lee that drew this very conclusion. Lee's articles went even further, however, arguing 
that KAL 007 may have landed on Sakhalin. 

Besides covering some of the points that were later raised by Barron in Reader's Digest, 
Lee also offered the following perspective: 

¢ The failure to find the main wreckage should have raised the possibility that the plane 
did not crash. 

* Little debris was found, far less than is typical for a large aircraft. Lee reasons that the 
Soviet miss fie attack and penetration of the fuselage could have accounted for this debris, as 
opposed to an actual crash. 

¢ Radar tracked KAL 007 headed toward Sakhalin after the attack, although it was headed 
away from the island before the attack. 

¢ Early reports said that KAL 007 had landed on Sakhalin Island. 

Until John Barron's recent article in Reader's Digest, THE NEW AMERICAN was 
virtually alone in challenging the theory that KAL 007 plummeted out-of-control into the sea. 
But now that Reader's Digest has also begun asking questions about what happened to KAL 007 
after the missile attack, the odds have improved that the truth will eventually out. 

-- GARY BENOIT 


Robert Lee's September 10th article, "KAL O07: Questions Remain Unanswered," is available 
as a reprint at 2 copies for $1.00; 100 copies for $40.00; or 1,000 copies for $300.00. Add 15 
percent ($2.00 minimum) for postage and handling. Write: General Birch Services, Box 8040, 
Appleton, WI 54913. 
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John F. McManus 


Numerous Establishment publications have for more than a year been happily reporting 
to the American people that "the Cold War is over" and mankind should rejoice in welcoming 
the "new world order." Those who issue such unwarranted euphoria are banking heavily on two 
vitally important misconceptions they themselves have planted in the minds of Americans. 

The first misconception is that "new world order" is merely a nice-sounding phrase 
coined by George Bush in 1990 to describe a defanged Soviet Union and a new era of 
international cooperation. The truth is that the term has clearly been used for generations by 
communists, socialists, internationalists, one-worlders, and out-and-out conspirators to refer to a 
future world government under socialism. 

The other misconception is that the post-World War II "Cold War," the term used to 
describe the nonshooting hostility between the Soviet Union and the West, was an 
honest-to-goodness life-and-death struggle complete with a constant threat of nuclear 
annihilation. Instead, it was a cooked-up confrontation with as sinister an ulterior purpose as has 
ever been found in the pages of history. 

Soviet Military Might 

Americans became alarmed about Soviet might when the Kremlin systematically plucked 
the nations of Eastern Europe in the late 1940s. But, in every case, the Soviets achieved their 
successes, not with military power, but with internal subversion. During the long history of 
Soviet domination of other peoples, military power was rarely used, and then mostly to put down 
internal revolts in already occupied lands. 

In recent decades, nevertheless, a parade of individuals who never wanted to confront the 
masters of the Kremlin (they invariably stressed "containment," not confrontation) supplied a 
steady diet of fearful warnings about Soviet weaponry, technological prowess, and industrial 
capacity. Virtually none of these experts ever lifted a finger to stop the treasonous stream of U.S. 
aid enabling the Soviets to build whatever threat they posed to the West. 

All Americans were supposed to fear Soviet might, but we were not supposed to know 
that it had been built with missile components, computers, electronic equipment, sophisticated 
technology, and credit given to the Kremlin by, or with the unpublicized approval of, our own 
government. 

World Government Their Goal 

In 1962, a classified report entitled A World Effectively Controlled By the United 
Nations contained the following rather blunt observation: "... but if the communist dynamic were 
greatly abated, the West might lose whatever incentive it has for world government. "Written by 
Council on Foreign Relations member Lincoln P. Bloomfield, and funded by the taxpayers 
through the State Department, this now-unclassified study gives an important clue about the 
motives of those who helped to supply the Soviets. World government was their ultimate goal 
and frightening the American people with Soviet might was their tactic. Those who refuse to 
believe that a conspiracy is at work will have a hard time explaining what Bloom field meant. 

An awareness of the goals and the importance of the world-government-promoting 
Council on Foreign Relations continues to be the key. Always publicly denying their influence, 
CFR members -- who dominate government, media, and other key areas of national life -- 
occasionally let the truth slip out, usually while patting each other on the back for their 
accomplishments. 
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On March 12, 1990 veteran CFR member Patti H. Nitze spoke at the opening of a new 
CFR satellite headquarters in Washington. Now 85 years old and able to speak from first-hand 
knowledge, this former advisor to every president from Roosevelt to Reagan said of the 1930s: 
"The State Department and White House might conduct diplomacy in peace and raise and 
command armies in war, but policy was made by serious people, men with a longer view, i.e., 
the great men of finance and their advisors. New York was where they were to be found .... In 
the postwar years, the Council has continued to represent an invaluable way for many of us 
Washingtonians to tap the enormously important New York business and intellectual 
community." In other words, the CFR sets national policy. 

The New York Times recently noted that "there was never a more valiant cold warrior 
than Paul H. Nitze." He spent a lifetime warning Americans about Soviet might, but he never 
bothered to alert Americans about the treasonous aid that built it. Always an important member 
of the CFR elite working for world government, Nitze continues to tout Soviet military prowess 
while many other CFR colleagues push for world government under the "new world order" 
banner. 

The sovereignty of the United States is the target of these individuals. Unable to reach 
their subversive goal by creating fears of a cold war, they are now working for it through "new 
world order" propaganda. America's independence hangs in the balance. 
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